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Abstract 
Research into sexual coercion has applied attachment theory to gain insight into people’s 
propensities to perpetrate and to fall victim to subtle sexual coercion. However, findings 
suggest that the associations between attachment style and being the victim/target or 
perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion are inconsistent. To help explain these inconsistencies, 
the primary aim of this thesis was to investigate whether approach and avoidance 
motivations for sexual coercion mediate the association between individual differences in 
adult attachment and experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual 
coercion. This primary aim was investigated across three studies (Studies 1 to 3). However, 
due to a lack of measurement tools to assess motivations for engaging in subtle sexual 
coercion, an important secondary aim of this thesis was to develop and validate a new 
measure to assess approach and avoidance motivations for sexual coercion from both 
victim/target and perpetrator perspectives. To address this secondary aim, Studies 1 and 2 
entailed the development and psychometric evaluation (i.e., construct and criterion-related 
validity) of a new self-report measure of motives for subtle sexual coercion termed the 
Sexual Coercion Approach-Avoidance Motivations Questionnaire (SCAAM-Q). Study 1 
consisted of two independent samples. The first sample consisted of 704 adults (M age = 
25.68 years, SD = 6.83 years, 217 men, 479 women, 7 other, 1 non-specified) that completed 
the victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q. The second sample consisted of 760 adults (M 
age = 25.76 years, SD = 6.73 years, 245 men, 503 women, 10 other, 2 non-specified) that 
completed the perpetration version of the SCAAM-Q. Both samples also completed 
measures to establish the construct validity of the newly developed scales. Study 2 consisted 
of 500 adults (M age = 24.31 years, SD = 6.37 years, 150 men, 342 women, 8 other) and 
aimed to confirm the factor structure developed in Study 1 and to further validate both 
versions (i.e., victim/target and perpetrator) of the SCAAM-Q. Participants in Study 1 and 2 
 xiv 
were recruited through social networking sites and online forums and completed an 
anonymous online survey. Across both studies, Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA) for the 
victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q revealed a global (higher-order) approach motivation 
factor as well as four specific first-order factors: love and intimacy, self-validation, material 
rewards, and enjoyment and pleasure. Analyses also revealed a global (higher-order) 
avoidance motivation factor as well as three specific first-order factors: to avoid rejection, to 
avoid verbal manipulation, and to avoid negative affect. CFA of the perpetration version of 
the SCAAM-Q revealed a global approach motivation factor and five specific first-order 
factors: self-validation, power/control/dominance, social status, love and intimacy, and 
enjoyment and pleasure. CFA also revealed a global avoidance factor and four specific first-
order factors: to avoid negative affect, to avoid peer pressure, to avoid discussion, and to 
avoid rejection. The identified factor structures across the two versions of the SCAAM-Q for 
Studies 1 and 2 demonstrated very good to excellent fit to the data (CFI and TLI ≥ .95; 
RMSEA and SRMR ≤ .06), and the findings for criterion-related validity were largely in line 
with predictions. Study 3 consisted of 117 heterosexual couples (M age = 30.42, SD = 12.52 
years) that participated in an online dyadic study in which they were administered the 
victim/target and perpetrator versions of the SCAAM-Q as well as measures of attachment 
style, and actual experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
Couples were recruited using the same methods as Studies 1 and 2. In relation to the primary 
aim of this thesis, across all three studies, the associations between attachment style and 
experiences of sexual coercion were mediated by global avoidance motivations related to 
subtle sexual coercion. The mediation effects pertaining to Study 3 reflected specific indirect 
actor (and not partner) effects. Across Studies 1 and 2, approach motives were also found to 
mediate the association between attachment anxiety and being the perpetrator of sexual 
coercion. Global approach motives also mediated the association between attachment 
 xv 
anxiety and being the victim/target of sexual coercion, but this was only found for Study 2. 
No mediation effects (either actor or partner indirect effects) were detected in Study 3 for 
global approach motivations. At the level of specific approach and avoidance motivations, 
across Studies 1 and 2, approaching self-validation, material rewards, and avoiding verbal 
manipulation mediated the association between attachment style and being the victim/target 
of sexual coercion. In terms of perpetration, approaching power, control and dominance, 
avoiding negative affect, and avoiding discussion mediated the association between 
attachment and sexual coercion perpetration. The findings of this thesis have resulted in the 
development of a psychometrically sound assessment of approach and avoidance motives for 
subtle sexual coercion, and identified motives as an important mechanism in understanding 
the association between attachment style and sexual coercion.
    1      1 
Chapter 1 – Introduction and Thesis Overview 
 
 In this chapter, a brief introduction and description of the key concepts examined 
within this thesis is presented. Specifically, subtle sexual coercion (the primary outcome 
variable in this thesis) from both the victim/target and perpetrator perspectives is discussed, 
as are attachment styles and approach and avoidance motivations. In doing so, Chapter one 
provides an introduction to the major theoretical approaches that underpin the research 
entailed within this thesis. Chapter one also outlines the scope of the thesis as well as the 
primary and secondary aims of this thesis. 
1.1 Introduction 
Sexual interactions are considered a fundamental aspect of romantic relationships 
(Brousseau, Hébert, & Bergeron, 2012). Couples engage in sexual behaviour for many 
reasons, and to fulfil many different physical and socio-emotional needs (Brousseau et al., 
2012). These needs include the safeguarding against rejection, the fostering of intimacy, to 
enhance the positive affect experienced within a relationship, and the physical pleasure 
associated with intimate sexual contact (Brousseau et al., 2012). However, while engaging in 
sexual activity meets various socio-emotional and physical needs, and thus leads to positive 
personal and relationship outcomes such as increased self-esteem, validation and enhanced 
relationship quality (Birnbaum, Reis, Mikulincer, Gillath, & Orpaz, 2006), sexual activity 
can also turn negative by way of coercive acts that may be employed by relationship partners 
(Brousseau, Bergeron, Hébert, & McDuff, 2011; Schatzel-Murphy, Harris, Knight, & 
Milburn, 2009). Not surprisingly, sexual coercion is associated with a number of negative 
personal and relationship outcomes including increased incidence of mental health problems 
and poorer relationship functioning (Arata & Burkhart, 1996; Collibee & Furman, 2014; de 
Visser, Rissel, Richters, & Smith, 2007; Gidycz, Coble, Latham, & Layman, 1993; Katz & 
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Myhr, 2008). What is surprising is that sexual coercion is quite common in romantic 
relationships, with sexual coercion being a phenomenon that occurs in over 50% of romantic 
relationships (Brousseau et al., 2011).  
Moreover, it appears that the sexual coercion that occurs within romantic 
relationships can be quite subtle in nature or less severe or blatant than behaviours largely 
considered criminal in nature such as rape and sexual assault (e.g., Brousseau et al., 2011; 
O’Leary & Williams, 2006; Spitzberg, 1998). These more subtle or less severe forms of 
sexual coercion appear to involve psychological pressure such as verbal threats and partner 
manipulation regarding engagement in sexual activity (e.g., Karantzas et al., 2016; Spitzberg 
& Rhea, 1999). Furthermore, these more subtle forms of sexual coercion have been 
investigated to an even lesser degree within romantic relationships than the more severe and 
blatant acts of sexual coercion (Karantzas et al., 2016; Mullins, Pizzirani, Karantzas, 
McCabe, & Campbell, 2017). To this end, more research is required to understand the 
pathways that lead to being the victim/target or perpetrator of these more subtle forms of 
sexual coercion within romantic relationships. 
It is important to note that within this thesis the terms “target” and “victim” of sexual 
coercion are often referenced together to connote that there are some instances in which an 
individual is victimised, and other instances in which they are targeted by one’s partner. A 
“victim” refers to an individual that is perpetrated against by one’s partner without engaging 
in any sexually coercive acts themselves against their partner that preceded the partner’s 
actions. By and large, within the realm of research into sexual coercion, the term victim is 
ubiquitously used irrespective of whether an individual, who is deemed to have been 
coerced, may have initiated sexually coercive behaviours against another in the first 
instance. However, within the field of relationship science in which dyadic processes often 
reflect the ebb and flow of dynamic interactions between relationship partners (Rusbult & 
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Van Lange, 2003), there are instances in which a dyad member is “targeted” by one’s 
relationship partner in response to their initial actions. For instance, an individual may 
become the target of a partner’s hostility as a function of exhibiting hostile behaviour in the 
first instance (e.g., Gottman, 1991; Ruehlman & Karoly, 1991). To this end, the term target 
refers to an individual who is perpetrated against but whose own coercive behaviour 
preceded that of their partner’s. Within the realm of subtle sexual coercion, various 
researchers argue that some of the most subtle of coercive acts may indeed reflect the way 
that partners negotiate sexual activity, thus escalation of sexual coercion by one partner 
against another, may reflect a response that is a reaction to a partner’s preceding actions 
(Farris, Treat, Viken, & McFall, 2008; Humphreys, 2007; Oswald & Russell, 2006). Thus, 
some argue that under such circumstances, the term target may be more appropriate than the 
use of the term victim (Farris et al., 2008; Humphreys, 2007; Oswald & Russell, 2006). 
While in this thesis, the focus is not on distinguishing between these concepts empirically, it 
is important to note that these terms will generally co-occur within this thesis when 
describing individuals who are on the receiving end of a sexually coercive response by a 
romantic partner. 
Research into sexual coercion in general (both within and outside of romantic 
relationships) has resulted in some understanding into how different factors such as attitudes, 
contexts and individual difference variables affect experiences of sexual coercion. For 
instance, attitudes about aggression and power, decoding sexual intent, sexual scripts, 
psychopathy, and past experiences with abuse and alcohol use, reflect some of the factors 
linked to sexual coercion (e.g., Krahe, Waizenhofer, & Moller, 2003; Lalumière & Quinsey, 
1996; Testa, Hoffman, & Livingston, 2010).  
However, sexual coercion (especially the subtle forms of sexual coercion) that occurs 
within romantic relationships is largely an interpersonal experience, and nonetheless, 
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research from a relationship science standpoint (i.e., social psychological and personality 
correlates of relationship functioning), is limited. To address this gap in the literature, this 
thesis examines the phenomenon that is subtle sexual coercion from a relationship sciences 
perspective. In doing so, this thesis draws upon attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969/1982; 
Gillath, Karantzas, & Fraley, 2016; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016), one of the most widely 
applied theories to the study of romantic relationships, as well as the model of approach-
avoidance motivations in relationships proposed by Gable (2006). 
In relation to attachment theory, research into romantic relationships has found that 
individual differences in adult attachment, which are termed attachment orientations or 
attachment styles (i.e., people’s most chronic way of thinking and behaving in close 
relationships, [Gillath et al., 2016]) are associated with many aspects of sexual behaviour, 
including sexual coercion (Karantzas et al., 2016; Schachner & Shaver, 2004). Specifically, 
insecurely attached individuals (i.e., people that hold chronic needs for validation and a 
preoccupation about relationships, or have a discomfort with emotional closeness and a lack 
of trust in others, [Gillath et al., 2016; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016]) have higher rates of 
involvement in unwanted sex, and also experience higher rates of being the victims as well 
as the perpetrators of sexual coercion (Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002; 
Schachner & Shaver, 2004). However, little research has examined the mechanisms that may 
help to explain the associations between attachment styles and sexual coercion – both in 
terms of perpetration and being the target or victim.  
What little research has been conducted on the mechanisms that may help to explain 
the association between attachment styles and sexual coercion, suggests that motives may 
play an important mediating role in explaining the direct association between attachment and 
sexual coercion (e.g., Davis, Shaver, & Vernon, 2004; Karantzas et al., 2016). However, 
there appears to be a lack of research as to the specific motives that may explain the 
 5 
associations between insecure attachment and either being the perpetrator or victim/target of 
sexual coercion. In fact, research into sexual coercion in general, has given little attention to 
the role of motivations. Rather, motivations have been examined in terms of an individual’s 
sexual behaviour more generally. For instance, Schachner and Shaver (2004) investigated 
the associations between attachment style and sexual motives, and found that people with an 
attachment style reflective of chronic relationship worries, a preoccupation regarding 
relationship partners and a need for validation (i.e., attachment anxiety), engaged in sex to 
feel more secure and to establish closeness. In contrast people with an attachment style 
reflective of a discomfort with emotional closeness, a lack of trust in others, and a tendency 
for self-reliance (i.e., attachment avoidance), reported having sex to impress their peers.  
In addition to the direct associations that have been found between attachment styles 
and motivations for sex, some research has found motivations to mediate the association 
between attachment style and various aspects of sexual functioning. For example, Cooper et 
al. (2006) found that women who were high in attachment avoidance as adolescents, were 
more likely to engage in sex to boost their egos in young adulthood, which in turn, was 
positively associated with more casual and risky sex, and extra pair sex partners. Such 
mediation findings suggest that it is plausible that motivations may play an important role in 
clarifying the associations between attachment style and sexual coercion, both from the 
perspective of the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
 However, which motivations are likely candidates in explaining the association 
between attachment style and sexual coercion? There are many motivational theories that 
have been applied to the study of sexual behaviour, but many of the motives for sex that 
have been identified are quite varied and broad, and they are not organised in any systematic 
way. Therefore, a broad motivational theory that can assist in organising or providing a 
strong basis for studying distinct motives for sexual coercion is necessary. One motivational 
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framework that can be applied in the context of sexual coercion is Gable’s (2006) approach-
avoidance motivational framework. Within this framework, Gable suggests that motivations 
underpinning individual differences (such as attachment style) and relationship outcomes 
(such as sexual coercion) may largely be conceptualised as either motivations to attain 
rewards (i.e., approach motivations) or to minimise punishments (i.e., avoidance 
motivations). This perspective is not only important because it helps to organise the study of 
motives within relationships in a coherent manner, but these broad motives (i.e., approach 
motivations and avoidance motivations) can be argued to have important theoretical 
associations with both attachment and sexual coercion. That is, the motivations underpinning 
the associations between attachment style and sexual coercion may largely be conceptualised 
as either motivations to attain rewards (approach motivations regarding sexual coercion) or 
to minimise punishments (avoidance motivations in relation to sexual coercion). Therefore, 
the integration of Gable’s (2006) motivational model of relationships provides an ideal 
framework to study motives as mediators of the association between attachment and sexual 
coercion.  
To this end, the primary aim of this thesis is to investigate the extent to which 
approach and avoidance motivations mediate the association between attachment style and 
subtle sexual coercion from both the victim/target and perpetrator perspectives. However, a 
secondary aim of this thesis is to address the lack of measurement tools to assess approach 
and avoidance motivations pertaining to sexual coercion within romantic relationships. To 
date, measures exist regarding the motivations pertaining to general sexual functioning, but 
none that specifically pertain to sexual coercion. Without the existence of psychometrically 
sound and valid measures of motivations for sexual coercion, it is difficult to determine the 
role of approach and avoidance motivations as explanatory variables for the association 
between attachment and coercive sexual behaviour. Therefore, the secondary aim of this 
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thesis revolved around the development of two measures of approach-avoidance motivations 
related to sexual coercion - one measure assessing motives for being the victim/target of 
sexual coercion, and another to assess motives for the perpetration of sexual coercion. 
 Three studies were conducted to address the aims of this doctoral research program. 
Studies 1 and 2 were conducted to develop and psychometrically validate two new measures 
for approach and avoidance motivations related to subtle sexual coercion. One measure 
assessed motivations for falling victim, or being the target of, sexual coercion and the second 
measure assessed motivations for the perpetration of sexual coercion. As part of the 
psychometric validation of the measures developed across Studies 1 and 2, analyses were 
conducted to determine the criterion-related validity of the measures. This included an 
examination of the associations between individual differences in adult attachment and 
motivations for sexual coercion, as well as the associations between these motivations and 
various relationship outcomes including relationship quality and aspects of sexual 
functioning. Furthermore, given that the primary aim of this doctoral research program was 
to investigate the mediating role of approach and avoidance motivations on the association 
between attachment style and being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual 
coercion, mediation analyses were conducted as part of Studies 1 and 2 to address this aim. 
Study 3 was a dyadic study that further examined the associations between individual 
differences in adult attachment, approach and avoidance motivations and sexual coercion 
within couples. To this end, the mediating role of approach and avoidance motivations was 
again examined, but this time on a dyadic level. Importantly, Study 3 addressed the lack of 
existing dyadic research on the topic of subtle sexual coercion. 
 In conducting these three studies, this thesis builds on the literature on sexual 
coercion within romantic relationships in a number of significant ways. Firstly, the study of 
sexual coercion within romantic relationships has been largely atheoretical (Birnbaum, 2007; 
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Birnbaum, Mikulincer, & Gillath, 2011), therefore, theoretically driven research into sexual 
coercion is important to understand the factors and pathways associated with subtle sexual 
coercion within intimate relationships. Secondly, this thesis investigates sexual coercion by 
integrating two major theories into the study of relationships – attachment theory (Bowlby, 
1969/1982; Gillath et al., 2016) and Gable’s (2006) approach-avoidance motivational theory 
perspective. This integration provides a strong theoretical foundation for how the findings 
from this research can inform the psycho-education and therapeutic practice of professionals 
working with individuals and couples who have experienced sexual coercion. Thirdly, the 
development of two new measures to investigate approach and avoidance motivations 
related to sexual coercion provide valuable assessment tools that can be used by researchers 
for investigating how motivations can act as an explanatory mechanism in understanding the 
associations between individual difference variables, such as adult attachment, and sexual 
coercion, and to do so from both the perpetrator and victim/target perspectives. These 
developed measures may also be used by clinicians and health care professionals working 
with victims/targets and perpetrators of sexual coercion to identify the kinds of motivations a 
person may have for engaging in this type of behaviour, which in turn, may help the 
victims/targets and perpetrators understand the motives behind their actions. This insight 
may help individuals and couples develop more constructive ways to approach the same 
relationship incentives and rewards and to avoid the same punishments without the need to 
either perpetrate sexual coercion, or to fall victim/target to instances of sexual coercion.  
1.2 Thesis Overview 
Chapter one provides a brief introduction into the topic of sexual coercion, and 
highlights the importance of examining sexual coercion in romantic relationships from both 
an attachment theory perspective, and a motivational perspective. Chapter one also outlines 
the general aims, scope, and structure of the thesis.  
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Chapter two presents a review of the literature on sexual coercion. Specifically, 
Chapter two provides a definition of subtle sexual coercion, estimates regarding prevalence, 
as well as the various tactics of sexual coercion. The chapter briefly outlines the outcomes of 
sexual coercion and the literature pertaining to sexual scripts. 
Chapter three presents an overview of attachment theory and outlines the functioning 
of the attachment behavioural system and sexual behavioural system. Within this chapter, 
research into the associations between individual differences in adult attachment and 
people’s sexual behaviour tendencies is also discussed. Chapter three also provides a review 
of the specific literature investigating individual differences in adult attachment and the 
associations with sexual coercion.  
Chapter four reviews the research investigating approach and avoidance motivations 
within romantic relationships, and discusses the previous research investigating its links with 
adult attachment, sexual behaviour in general, as well as sexual coercion. Chapter four 
concludes with the broad research aims of the thesis.  
Chapter five presents the aim, hypotheses, methodology, results and discussion of 
Study 1, which focused on the initial development and validation of the two new measures 
of approach and avoidance motivations for being both the victim/target and perpetrator of 
sexual coercion. This chapter also reports a series of mediation analyses conducted as part of 
Study 1 to address the primary aim of the thesis, namely, the role of approach and avoidance 
motivations in mediating the association between attachment style and experiences of subtle 
sexual coercion. 
Chapter six presents the aim, hypotheses, methodology, results and discussion of 
Study 2, which aimed to confirm the factor structure of the two new measures developed in 
Study 1, and further validate these measures by assessing them against different criterion 
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variables related to relationship outcomes and sexual coercion. As part of Study 2, mediation 
analyses were again conducted to address the primary aim of this thesis. 
Chapter seven presents the aim, hypotheses, methodology, results and discussion of 
Study 3, which is a dyadic investigation of individual differences in adult attachment and 
approach and avoidance motivations for engaging in sexual coercion within couples. This 
study again explores the associations from the perspective of the perpetrator and 
victim/target.  
Chapter eight provides a general discussion of the findings across the three studies, 
and discusses the contributions that the findings from this thesis make to the areas of adult 
attachment, motivational approaches to the study of relationships, and the sexual coercion 
literature. Chapter eight also discusses the various strengths and limitations of this research 
program, as well as the implications of the results and directions for future research in the 
area of sexual coercion within romantic relationships. 
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Chapter 2 – Sexual Coercion 
 
 In this chapter, an overview of sexual coercion is provided, including how sexual 
coercion is defined within the context of romantic relationships. An overview of the 
prevalence rates of sexual coercion in romantic relationships is also provided, as well as a 
brief review of the negative intrapersonal and interpersonal impacts of sexual coercion.  
2.1 Introduction to Sexual Coercion 
Sexual coercion occurs when there is a difference between partners in their desire for 
sexual intercourse, resulting in one partner being pressured or manipulated to engage in 
sexual activities when they originally did not wish to engage in sex (O’Sullivan, 2005). 
Sexual coercion can be viewed as a continuum of verbal and non-verbal behaviour, in which 
an individual is either encouraged or forced to engage in sexual activity (Spitzberg & Rhea, 
1999). The definition of sexual coercion is broad and can include explicit and illicit acts of 
sexual behaviour, including sexual harassment, sexual assault, sexual abuse, and rape 
(Brousseau et al., 2011). However, the conceptualisation of sexual coercion includes far 
more than these highly explicit and criminal acts, with rape and sexual abuse believed to 
reflect only one end of the sexual coercion continuum. In contrast, at the other end of the 
sexual coercion continuum are the less severe and more subtle forms of sexual coercion, 
which includes psychological pressure such as verbal threats (e.g., threats to end or damage 
the relationship) and partner manipulation (e.g., attempts to incite guilt or shame, DeGue & 
DiLillo, 2005; Karantzas et al., 2016).  
In the context of romantic relationships, the more explicit and severe forms of sexual 
coercion such as sexual assault and rape are less common, and tend not to occur as often as 
the more subtle forms of sexual coercion, such as begging/pleading with one’s partner to 
engage in sex, or inciting guilt in a romantic partner in an attempt to change their mind about 
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participating in sex (McMullin & White, 2006; O’Sullivan, 2005). Whilst sexual coercion 
within romantic relationships is often perceived as less serious in nature, the less severe 
forms of sexual coercion are by no means “lesser” in terms of their negative impact on 
victims/targets (Katz & Myhr, 2008). The effects of the less severe forms of sexual coercion 
are significant and can include outcomes such as depression, post-traumatic stress 
symptoms, reductions in relationship quality, sexual desire and sexual pleasure, and an 
increase in relationship difficulties (Arata & Burkhart, 1996; Collibee & Furman, 2014; de 
Visser et al., 2007; Gidycz et al., 1993; Katz & Myhr, 2008). A number of the negative 
outcomes associated with less severe or subtle forms of sexual coercion are thought to 
manifest as a function of the perpetrator being one’s romantic partner. Specifically, it is 
argued that the perpetration of sexual coercion by one’s romantic partner compromises the 
victim/target’s mental representations of relationship partners as a port of safety and security 
in which sexual intimacy can be negotiated in a respectful and considerate manner that takes 
into account the needs and desires of both partners (Byers & O’Sullivan, 2013; Hall & Knox, 
2013). Furthermore, research has found that the prevalence rates of the less severe forms of 
sexual coercion within romantic relationships are actually two to four times higher than the 
more severe forms (Brousseau et al., 2011; O’Leary & Williams, 2006; Spitzberg, 1998). 
Given the prevalence rates of less severe forms of sexual coercion within romantic 
relationships, and the negative consequences that ensue, it is especially important that 
research investigates the factors that contribute to both being the perpetrator and the 
victim/target of sexual coercion. Nevertheless, very little research to date has attempted to 
systematically examine the factors that contribute to the occurrence of the subtle/less severe 
forms of sexual coercion within romantic relationships. Moreover, the little work that has 
been conducted to date has not approached the study of subtle sexual coercion from a 
relationship science perspective, rather, research has emanated from theoretical perspectives 
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couched in either evolutionary or biological psychology, as well as sociocultural and 
intrapsychic models (e.g., Gladden, Sisco, & Figueredo, 2008; Smith, White, & Moracco, 
2009; Spitzberg, 1998). However, the interpersonal nature of sexual coercion requires that 
further work investigate this phenomenon from a relationships perspective. Therefore, the 
research program outlined in this thesis attempts to address this gap.  
The focus of this thesis on the subtle forms of sexual coercion firstly requires some 
discussion of the conceptual overlap between subtle sexual coercion and sexual compliance, 
as the two concepts are often used interchangeably within the literature. While these two 
concepts are related, they are nonetheless different. Therefore it is important to explicitly 
address the conceptual similarity and points of distinction between subtle sexual coercion 
and sexual compliance.   
2.2 Subtle Sexual Coercion and Sexual Compliance 
Although subtle sexual coercion and sexual compliance share conceptual overlap, it 
is important to note that the two constructs are distinct from one another (Katz & Tirone, 
2010; Impett & Peplau, 2003; Karantzas et al., 2016). Sexual compliance occurs when a 
person freely and voluntarily consents to sexual activity with their partner, despite one’s lack 
of desire, and in the absence of immediate pressure from the partner, to engage in sex 
(Shotland & Hunter, 1995; Sprecher, Hatfield, Cortese, Potapova, & Levitskaya, 1994; 
Impett & Peplau, 2003). In contrast, sexual coercion occurs when a person engages in sex 
with their partner, despite their lack of desire, but does so due to immediate and/or persistent 
pressure from their partner to engage in sex (e.g., psychological manipulation such as 
inciting guilt, begging and pleading; Katz & Tirone, 2010; Impett & Peplau, 2003; Karantzas 
et al., 2016). Despite this conceptual distinction, many studies on unwanted sex often ignore 
this distinction and therefore unwittingly collapse the study of the two phenomena (for 
example, O’Sullivan & Allgeier, 1998). 
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This confounding of the two concepts especially occurs when studying the subtle 
forms of sexual coercion or sexual compliance as the tactics that are sometimes used by a 
person to persuade their partner to engage in sex are so subtle, that the victim or target may 
be unaware of the application of persistent pressure by the perpetrator (Karantzas et al., 
2016). In these instances, sexual coercion and sexual compliance become blurred, because 
the target or victim may think that they are freely consenting and changing their mind about 
engaging in sex despite their lack of desire (i.e., complying to engage in sex with their 
partner).  
According to Barron (2011), understanding sexual coercion (and distinguishing it 
from sexual compliance) requires that determinations are made as to when it is that sexual 
behaviours shift from being non-coercive (i.e., willingly engaging in sex despite a low 
sexual desire) to coercive. That is, a key question surrounding the distinction between sexual 
coercion and compliance hinders on “when does normal sexual negotiation (i.e., 
communicating with one’s partner about engaging in sex) become sexual manipulation 
(Barron, 2011)?” Some researchers suggest that the very subtle forms of sexual coercion 
such as, questioning a partner’s love or engaging in other seemingly manipulative acts 
related to sexual engagement, may reflect normative aspects associated with the way couples 
negotiate sex (Byers & Eno, 1992; Gavey, 1999). That is, if coercive behaviour is not 
acknowledged as coercive by the target or victim of sexual coercion, then is the behaviour 
perpetrated truly coercive? 
In addition, sexual compliance is difficult to disentangle from subtle sexual coercion 
in instances where a person is complying to sex in the absence of immediate partner 
pressure, but the real reason that they are engaging in the sex is due to their partner’s use of 
coercive behaviour in the past (Katz & Tirone, 2010). Therefore, to avoid further physical or 
psychological pressure to engage in sex, individuals may agree to engage in sex as a pre-
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emptive defence against being subjected to further pressure (Conroy, Kristhnakumar, & 
Leone 2015; Katz & Tirone, 2010). As a case in point, Basile (1999) found that in a 
community sample of women (N = 41), 27% of women gave in and complied to sex because 
it was easier than arguing, while 20% did so because they knew what their partner would do 
if they didn’t agree, and 7% were afraid of what their partner might do if they didn’t agree to 
sex. Therefore, over 50% of women engaged in sex despite their lack of desire to do so as a 
function of avoiding negative consequences around being further pressured by one’s partner.   
Sexual compliance and sexual coercion are further difficult to differentiate when a 
person is engaging in sex due to an underlying unspoken pressure to have sex in a 
relationship, which emerges as a function of relationship and societal norms and 
expectations – a type of sexual coercion termed social coercion (Finkelhor & Yllo, 1985). 
Finkelhor and Yllo (1985) suggested that social coercion can be conceptualised as the 
pressure to have sex to comply to gender roles and cultural expectations, as well as due to 
general feelings of obligation to the partner and to the relationship. For example, social 
coercion can occur when a person in a relationship may know that their partner wants to 
have sex more often than them, that sex occurs every time the couple sees one another, or 
when sex is a requirement to maintain the relationship (Jeffrey & Barata, 2017).  
As a case in point, a small qualitative study of women (N = 12) by Jeffrey and Barata 
(2017) reported some women dismissed or played down that sexual coercion had taken place 
within their relationship (despite the behaviour described as reflecting subtle sexual 
coercion), but rather appraised coercive acts as a normal part of relationship functioning. 
Jeffrey and Barata (2017) also found that some women in their study minimised their 
experiences of sexual coercion by comparing their experiences with something more severe 
(e.g., saying that they weren’t harmed or abused), or tried to provide an explanation for their 
partner’s use of sexual coercion to justify their behaviour, such as attributing it to their male 
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‘needs’. For a number of the women in their study, subtle forms of sexual coercion were 
deemed as “normal” and almost expected within romantic relationships, and thus, did not 
challenge their partners when sexual coercion was enacted, some even deemed the coercion 
as charming or attractive. Moreover, some of the women in the Jeffrey and Barata (2017) 
study blamed themselves for the occurrence of the sexual coercion, and the women thought 
that it was their fault for not being more firm with their partner, or because they thought they 
may had lead their partner on by engaging in other sexual activities and affectionate 
behaviours. These findings highlight the conceptual “slippery slope” that is evident in the 
sexual coercion-sexual compliance distinction. 
As a means of addressing these conceptual ambiguities, Conroy et al. (2015) recently 
published a study that re-examined the conceptualisation of willing consent and sexual 
compliance. Conroy et al. (2015) state that social coercion is not always readily visible, and 
it is often conceptualised as falling under the umbrella of sexual compliance, which is 
problematic because it cannot be assumed that an individual feels that the experience is non-
coercive, and it also cannot be assumed that they are freely engaging in sex in the absence of 
immediate partner pressure. This is because individuals who engage in sex as a result of 
social coercion (such as out of feelings of obligation or due to an unspoken pressure to have 
sex) do not necessarily freely engage in the sex (Conroy et al., 2015). Whilst the conceptual 
boundaries between the subtle forms of sexual coercion and sexual compliance are blurry, 
this thesis focuses on the subtle forms of sexual coercion where it is conceptualised as 
pressure by one’s partner through the use of a sexually coercive tactic that is acknowledged 
or perceived by the victim/target (or the perpetrator) as resulting in consensual sexual 
activity. That is, the perpetrator or victim/target was aware that a coercive tactic was 
employed, and as a result, the victim/target consented to engage in sex. This definition as it 
pertains to subtle sexual coercion appears to capture some of the recurring conceptual 
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features regarding the concept of sexual coercion and to distinguish it from sexual 
compliance (e.g., Karantzas et al., 2016; Muehlenhard, Humphreys, Jozkowski, & Peterson, 
2016).  
2.3 Tactics of Sexual Coercion 
While the research conducted as part of this thesis does not investigate the various 
tactics associated with subtle or less severe forms of sexual coercion, it is important to 
briefly address tactics as it provides an “on the ground” understanding of sexual coercion. 
That is, the definition of subtle sexual coercion is best understood within the context of the 
various coercive behaviours that are enacted within sexual encounters. To this end, Section 
2.3 provides a brief overview of the most common tactics of sexual coercion. 
Research into sexual coercion has identified numerous tactics that are used by 
perpetrators to persuade their partners to engage in sex. These sexual coercion perpetration 
tactics often involve subtle seductive and manipulative acts aimed at persuading one’s 
partner to engage in sexual intercourse (Schatzel-Murphy et al., 2009). These tactics include 
various forms of psychological manipulation as well as subtle physical coercion (Schatzel-
Murphy et al., 2009). Psychological manipulation is aimed at altering a person’s cognitive or 
affective states, and can include four broad coercive behaviours such as: (1) communicating 
threats in an attempt to control a partner (e.g., suggesting to end the relationship), (2) inciting 
guilt or engaging in pleading and begging to incite feelings of shame or sympathy in the 
partner (e.g., questioning their partner’s love, pointing out all of the things that they have 
done for their partner), (3) deceiving one’s partner to trick them into engaging in sex (e.g., 
telling lies and making false promises), and (4) ingratiation tactics to prime positive mood 
within a partner (e.g., compliments and flattery [Brousseau et al., 2011; Schatzel-Murphy et 
al., 2009]).  
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Researchers suggest that the psychological manipulation can be positive, negative, or 
neutral in nature, depending on how the coercion is perceived by the victim or target 
(Jeffrey, 2014; Livingston, Buddie, Testa, & VanZile-Tamsen, 2004). Livingston et al. 
(2004) stated that when an individual attempts to make their partner feel special and loved, 
then that is termed positive manipulation, because it is making the partner feel good about 
oneself, and thus encompasses a sense of reward. In contrast, questioning a partner’s love, 
threatening to find another mate or to end the relationship are examples of negative 
manipulation, because they are perceived by the victim or target to imply a negative 
consequence or punishment. It is suggested that neutral manipulation on the other hand, 
occurs when the perpetrator expresses disappointment, and is engaging in constant pleading 
and begging (Jeffrey, 2014; Livingston et al., 2004). It has been suggested that these tactics 
are referred to as neutral manipulation, because the coercion is neither positive nor negative 
in nature (Livingston et al., 2004). However, it can be argued that neutral manipulation is in 
fact negative, with begging and pleading likely to incite a sense of negative affect in the 
victim or target, which could be considered a negative consequence. Studies into 
interpersonal interactions involving communication that is critical or complaint-based in 
nature, or involves pleading-like statements is associated with reports of negative affect and 
negative relationship sentiment (e.g., Kuster et al., 2015; Woodin, 2011). Therefore, these 
supposed neutral tactics may nonetheless be perceived as costly or unpleasant by the victim 
or target. It is therefore argued that it is unlikely that sexual coercion encompasses neutral 
tactics, bringing into question previous researchers’ (Jeffrey, 2014; Livingston et al., 2004) 
conceptual distinctions between broad categories of sexually coercive tactics that are 
psychologically manipulative.  
Subtle physical coercion involves repeated touching, kissing, and caressing (as 
distinct from overt physical coercion that involves physical force and aggressive acts such as 
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vigorously holding a partner or forcefully putting one’s hands around a partner’s neck). This 
tactic is thought to be aimed at enhancing a partner’s physical and psychological state to 
engage in sex by targeting the partner’s desire and/or arousal phases of their sexual response 
cycle, thereby heightening the probability that the partner will consent to sexual activity 
(Frayser & Whitby, 1995; Karantzas et al., 2016; Struckman-Johnson, Struckman-Johnson, 
& Anderson, 2003).  
The tactics outlined in this section (i.e., psychological and physical tactics) are 
deemed as less severe forms of sexual coercion. However, these subtle tactics are 
nevertheless effective seductive and manipulative efforts designed to deceive the 
victim/target, or wear down their resistance so that they are more likely to engage in sexual 
activity (Struckman-Johnson et al., 2003).  
2.4 Sexual Coercion in Romantic Relationships 
Recent studies on the subtle forms of sexual coercion show that approximately 62% 
of women and 35% of men have reported being the victims of sexual coercion (Brousseau et 
al., 2011). Furthermore, one third of women, and one fifth of men have reported being the 
victims of sexual coercion in their current relationships (Brousseau et al., 2011). These 
prevalence rates are consistent with trends of the more severe forms of sexual coercion in 
which a significantly larger proportion of women report being the victim, while men are 
more often reported as perpetrators (Choi, Binson, Adelson, & Catania, 1998; de Visser, 
Smith, Rissel, Richters, & Grulich, 2003). However, while it is often assumed that sexual 
coercion is mostly perpetrated by men against women (perhaps because men are most often 
seen as the aggressors during sexual interactions, which makes them more likely to engage 
in sexual misconduct [Degue & DiLillo, 2004]), research suggests that men can coerce other 
men, and women can also coerce both men and women into engaging in sex (Byers & 
O’Sullivan, 2013). Furthermore, the perpetrator of sexual coercion often isn’t a stranger, but 
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it is most often an acquaintance of the victim; often somebody that the victim has established 
a romantic relationship with (Byers & O’Sullivan, 2013). Sexual coercion by somebody that 
the victim has a close relationship with can be extremely detrimental to the victim and to the 
relationship in general, because it breaks the victims’ trust in the perpetrator and has a 
negative impact on the relationship (Byers & O’Sullivan, 2013).  
In terms of the experience of sexual coercion from the victim/target perspective, 
research suggests that men and women’s experiences of sexual coercion tend to be slightly 
different (Barron, 2011). Men’s experiences of sexual coercion seem to involve being the 
target of psychological manipulation in the form of verbal threats, inciting guilt or 
ingratiation (Russell & Oswald, 2002; Struckman-Johnson & Struckman-Johnson, 1994). 
However, various studies suggest that up to 80% of men do not report being the victim or 
target of sexual coercion negatively (O’Sullivan, Byers, & Finkelman, 1998; Struckman-
Johnson and Struckman-Johnson, 1994). For example, Struckman-Johnson and Struckman-
Johnson (1994), found that 34 out of 42 men reported that being the victim of sexual 
coercion from a woman wasn’t a negative experience. In contrast, women’s experiences of 
sexual coercion tend to be more mixed in that they involve being the victim or target of both 
psychological manipulation and physical coercion, and they tend to report their experiences 
as more adverse than men (O’Sullivan et al., 1998; Russell & Oswald, 2002), possibly due to 
the increased risks and physical health consequences documented for women (e.g., risk of 
pregnancy [Katz & Tirone, 2009]).  
To date, the primary explanation given for gender differences in the experience of 
sexual coercion may reflect differences in the sexual scripts (i.e., mental representations) that 
men and women hold about sexual behaviour. Specifically, Barron (2011) suggests that men 
are socialised to seek out sexual experiences and opportunities, thus their experiences of 
sexual coercion may in part reflect a lack of distinguishing between sexual encounters that 
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are more coercive compared to consensual opportunities. In contrast, women are socialised 
to be more conservative in regards to sexual activity, and tend to be more reserved and less 
open about their sexual experiences (Barron, 2011). Traditional sexual scripts depict men 
and women’s attitudes and behaviours in the sexual domain as being quite distinct from one 
another (Byers, 1996; Metts & Spitzberg, 1996). According to traditional sexual scripts, men 
are seen as having stronger sexual needs and as being obsessed with sex, and are therefore 
always motivated to engage in sex, while women are seen as having fewer sexual needs and 
as having less sexual desire than men, and that women see sex as a way of showing their 
love and commitment to their partner, rather than to approach their own sexual needs (Byers, 
1996).  
Thus, the literature suggests that sexual scripts may play a role in men and women’s 
experiences of sexual coercion perpetration and victimisation (Anderson & Savage, 2005; 
Simon & Gagnon, 1986; Spitzberg, 1998). Looking at sexual coercion through sexual 
scripts, it appears that men cannot sensibly refuse sex from a woman, and that sex is rarely 
unwanted by men (Anderson & Sorensen, 1999). However, the sexual scripts held by 
women suggest that women tend be less promiscuous than men, and are therefore less often 
the perpetrators, and are more often the victims of sexual coercion due to traditional sexual 
scripts where women are compliant to their partner’s sexual advances (Barron, 2011). This 
may help to explain why the prevalence rates are somewhat higher for female sexual 
coercion victimisation than male victimisation, and why men’s experiences of victimisation 
may not necessarily be reported as severe or negative compared to women (Barron, 2011; 
Struckman-Johnson et al., 2003). In addition, sexual scripts may also help to explain why it 
is perceived that men are most often the perpetrators of sexual coercion; as men are seen as 
more dominating and controlling and more interested in sex than women (Byers, 1996). 
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Sexual scripts may help to give some context as to why men are most often the perpetrator of 
sexual coercion, and why women are most often the victim or target of sexual coercion. 
Despite this emphasis on scripts as an explanation for gender differences in sexual 
coercion, there is little by way of rigorous evidence that has directly investigated sexual 
scripts and their associations with sexual coercion (Sakaluk, Todd, Milhausen, & 
Lachowsky, 2014). Rather, sexual scripts have by and large been proposed as a theoretical 
explanation for sexual coercion devoid of much evidence. This is especially the case for the 
subtle forms of sexual coercion.  
While, the majority of the research on sexual coercion suggests that women are most 
often the victims (and that this is underpinned by traditional sexual scripts), women may not 
always perceive being the victim or target of sexual coercion negatively (Jeffrey & Barata, 
2017). For instance, Jeffrey and Barata (2017) found that many of the women in the study 
saw the sexual coercion that they experienced as unproblematic, and they weren’t 
particularly troubled by it, especially when the tactics used by men were less forceful (e.g., 
verbal pressure, and attempts to sexually arouse the partner). Furthermore, it was also found 
that women often minimised, and tried to justify their partner’s use of sexual coercion by 
saying that their partner’s behaviour was due to male sexual urges. However, Jeffrey and 
Barata (2017) point out, these findings do not necessarily imply that these women’s 
experiences did not affect their romantic relationships, the way that they viewed themselves, 
and/or their future sexual decision making.  
What does appear to be consistent within the literature for both men and women is 
that there exists a positive association between being both a victim/target and perpetrator of 
sexual coercion. However, it is important to note that this association is based on cross-
sectional evidence as there is a lack of longitudinal data to support assumptions of causality. 
Thus, it is difficult to determine whether the engagement in perpetration precedes falling 
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victim to sexual coercion, or vice-versa (Mathes, 2013). Nonetheless, Russell and Oswald 
(2001) found that 81% of the women, and 63% of the men that were classified as 
perpetrators of sexual coercion had also been the victim of sexual coercion in the past. In a 
study of individuals, Mathes (2013) found that the correlation between sexual coercion 
perpetration and victimisation was moderate (r = .49), and suggested that the moderate 
correlation may be due to a dysfunctional tit-for-tat dynamic within romantic relationships. 
That is, one partner may use sexual coercion to obtain sex from their partner, and then as a 
result of the other partner being offended, they may retaliate by using sexual coercion 
against their partner in the future, which in turn creates a negative cycle. Furthermore, 
Mathes (2013) suggested that individuals who use sexual coercion as a way to solve and 
work through their relational problems, may be attracted to individuals who also do this. As 
a result when an issue arises in the relationship, the use of sexual coercion to deal with the 
issue is met with further coercion by the other partner. In addition to proposing reasons for 
the dyadic association between perpetration and victimisation, Mathes (2013) found that 
individuals were less likely to enter into dysfunctional romantic relationships, and less likely 
to be both perpetrators and victims of sexual coercion if they valued long-term, committed 
romantic relationships. That is, relationship commitment appears to buffer sexual coercion 
dynamics within romantic relationships. 
However, the explanations largely proposed by Mathes (2013) reflect post-hoc 
speculations of dyadic processes generalised to data collected from individuals rather than 
couples. The cross-sectional and individual focus of the Mathes (2013) study reflect typical 
features of studies investigating sexual coercion and the experiences of perpetrators and 
victims. Furthermore, not only do studies on sexual coercion lack a longitudinal and/or 
dyadic focus, but a number suffer from small sample sizes, and thus studies tend to be either 
significantly under-powered, or the analyses that are conducted must be limited to simple 
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correlational or means difference tests. As a consequence, there is little by way of the 
inclusion of moderators or mediators to shed light onto the mechanisms proposed to explain 
the pathways to perpetration and victimisation, and in linking perpetration with 
victimisation. 
The few dyadic studies that have been conducted suggest that less than a third of 
couples who have experienced sexual coercion agreed on its occurrence (Brousseau et al., 
2011; O’Leary & Williams, 2006). O’Leary and Williams (2006) found that couples had 
very low rates of agreement on the occurrence of sexual coercion, and Brousseau et al. 
(2011) suggests that the differences in agreement may be due to the ambiguous nature of the 
subtle forms of sexual coercion, where one partner may perceive it as sexual negotiation, 
whilst the other may perceive it as coercive. Furthermore, each partner may not interpret the 
same event in the same way, and they may interpret it according to their own sexual scripts 
and how the event has impacted on them, rather than how it impacted their partner 
(Brousseau et al., 2011). This suggests that the subtle forms of sexual coercion are often hard 
to interpret due to their indirect nature. Sometimes the person who is the perpetrator may not 
necessarily acknowledge or perceive their behaviour as coercive or that it affects their 
partner in a negative way. In addition, the person that is the target or victim of the sexual 
coercion may at times not perceive their partner’s behaviour as coercive, and on other 
occasions may perceive their partner’s behaviour as coercive in nature. Again however, such 
studies include little by way of explanatory variables to shed light on the assumptions used 
to interpret findings. Having said this, it again appears that coercion and perpetration are 
positively associated, with approximately 20% of couples reporting reciprocal sexual 
coercion (i.e., the co-occurrence of perpetration and victimisation by both the male and the 
female partner, r = .26 and .31 respectively [Brousseau et al., 2011; Brousseau et al., 2012]). 
Thus, despite the possible challenges in couple members perceiving and detecting subtle 
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sexual coercion, it appears that there is some consistency regarding the findings between the 
limited dyadic studies as well as research focused on individuals involving men and women 
reporting on different relationships. 
However, the consistencies found between studies of individuals and studies of 
couples may be partly an analytical artefact. Closer inspection of the limited dyadic studies 
conducted to date reveal that some of these studies use non-dyadic analytic approaches 
thereby de-coupling the shared variance (i.e., the interdependence) between dyad members 
(e.g., Brousseau et al., 2011). The outcome of applying non-dyadic methods (e.g., regression 
and means difference testing) is that couple members are treated as unrelated individuals. 
Moreover, not only is the assumption of statistical independence violated, but the power of 
studies is artificially inflated (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006).   
Therefore, in order to better estimate the prevalence rates of subtle sexual coercion, 
and determine the victim/target-perpetrator association, it is important that future research 
includes large sample individual and dyadic studies (cross-sectional and longitudinal) in 
which appropriate analytic methods are applied (i.e., such as Actor Partner Interdependence 
Models and Common Fate Models [Kenny et al., 2006; Ledermann & Kenny, 2012]). 
Taking these steps would also address a number of the limitations already outlined regarding 
underpowered research designs and ignoring the interdependent nature of dyadic data. 
Furthermore, taking such steps would provide appropriate statistical methods and sampling 
adequacy for the inclusion of moderators or mediators as explanatory variables in the 
manifestation or prevalence of sexual coercion within romantic relationships. Other than the 
largely theoretical assumptions that victimisation and perpetration may be tied to genderised 
behaviour by way of traditional sexual scripts, little has been proposed as an explanatory 
mechanism of being the victim/target or perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
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This thesis directly addresses a number of these limitations by conducting two large 
sample studies (Ns > 500, Study 1 and 2 [Chapters 5 and 6]) of individuals in addition to a 
well powered dyadic study (N = 117 dyads, Study 3 [Chapter 7]) to understand subtle sexual 
coercion from both the victim/target and perpetrator perspectives. Furthermore, this thesis 
addresses the dearth of research into explanatory mechanisms, by investigating the role of 
approach motivations (i.e., seeking reward) and avoidance motivations (i.e., avoiding 
punishment) as mediators of the association between individual differences in attachment 
and sexual coercion (motivations are discussed in detail in Chapter 4).  
 
2.5 Rethinking Traditional Sexual Scripts: An Attachment Perspective 
As noted in Section 2.4 discussing gender differences in reports of sexual coercion, it 
is assumed that one primary explanation for these differences relate to traditional sexual 
scripts. Specifically, that male sexual scripts may help to explain why men are more likely to 
be the perpetrators of sexual coercion, and female sexual scripts may explain the tendency 
for women to more likely be the victims of sexual coercion (Barron 2011; Byers, 1996). 
However, the explanation pertaining to sexual scripts shares some similarity to recent 
research with the field of adult attachment in which the characteristics associated with the 
two dimensions of attachment insecurity (i.e., attachment anxiety [need for approval and 
preoccupation with relationships] and attachment avoidance [discomfort with emotional 
closeness and lack of trust in others]) are thought to align with a number of the characteristic 
features associated with men and women’s sexual scripts and sex-biased mating strategies.  
Drawing on life history theory (Belsky, Steinberg, & Draper, 1991), Del Giudice 
(2009, 2011) and Kirkpatrick (1998) suggests that people exposed to harsh and unpredictable 
environments (e.g., inept and inconsistent parenting, high financial stress, high family 
conflict or violence) are led towards adopting a fast life strategy (i.e., greater risk-taking and 
quicker onset of sexual maturity) as a way to speed up the ability to reproduce in an 
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undeterminable environment. As a result, people that adopt this type of strategy usually 
engage in sex earlier and in more uncommitted and casual sex relative to people whose life 
histories are characterised as stable and predictable (e.g., consistent and supportive 
parenting, stable and organised life structures and patterns, few external acute stressors, 
[Belsky et al., 1991]). However, Del Giudice (2011) and Kirkpatrick (1998) suggest that a 
fast life strategy looks somewhat different in men and women and this largely reflects 
aspects of reproductive fitness and reproductive strategies related to the two sexes 
(Gangestad & Simpson, 2000). Specifically, men’s reproductive strategies under harsh and 
unpredictable environments are geared towards increasing the number of offspring as 
opposed to the quality of offspring (i.e., the extent to which resources and energies are 
invested in the offspring, James & Ellis, 2013). To this end, men’s fast life strategies 
manifest to encompass a short-term view of relationships with little by way of emotional 
intimacy and closeness (e.g., Buss & Schmitt, 1993). According to Del Giudice (2009, 2011) 
the characteristics of a male fast life strategy shares considerable overlap with the 
characteristics associated with attachment avoidance (a discomfort with closeness and 
avoidance of intimacy) and the sexual attitudes and behaviours associated with high 
attachment avoidance. These attitudes and behaviours include casual and uncommitted 
sexual encounters, emotionless sex and a need for control (Davis, 2006; Karantzas et al., 
2016; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012), which are further discussed in Sections 3.6 and 3.7.  
In contrast, a fast life strategy in women manifests to encompass some similar 
characteristics to men’s fast life strategies (e.g., short term view of relationships and greater 
risk taking) but is also characterised by a preoccupation with relationship partners. This facet 
of a woman’s fast life strategy is thought to be linked to the reproductive imperatives of 
women, which entails parental investment, in the form of acting as primary caregivers 
(especially early in life) (James & Ellis, 2013). This preoccupation with relationships is 
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thought to assist in the maintaining of mates to assist with parenting (Del Giudice, 2009, 
2011). Del Giudice (2009, 2011) suggests that women’s fast life strategies resemble features 
characteristic of attachment anxiety (a preoccupation with relationships, need for approval) 
and the sexual attitudes and behaviours associated with high attachment anxiety. These 
attitudes and behaviours include seeking out sex to promote commitment, closeness and 
intimacy and to meet needs for love and security (e.g., Davis et al., 2004; Mikulincer & 
Shaver, 2007), attitudes and behaviours that further discussed in Sections 3.6 and 3.7.  
Therefore, the sexual scripts that are thought to be a factor in the experience of 
sexual coercion, including subtle sexual coercion, may at least in part, reflect cognitions and 
behaviours associated with individual differences in adult attachment (i.e., attachment 
orientation or style). According to attachment theory, individual differences in adult 
attachment are in part underpinned by differing mental representations or mental scripts of 
close relationships termed internal working models (Gillath et al., 2016; Mikulincer & 
Shaver, 2016). These scripts are thought to entail attitudes and goal directed behaviours that 
extend to different aspects of interpersonal functioning within close relationships, including 
sexual behaviour (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). Hence, exploring attachment style as a factor 
that may contribute to experiences of subtle sexual coercion provides a well-grounded 
interpersonal perspective, that to date, has received little empirical attention, but is in need of 
further investigation (see Karantzas et al., 2016).  
2.6 Summary 
Whilst the literature on sexual coercion provides a sense of the prevalence of sexual 
coercion, and the various tactics that are involved, the conceptualisation of subtle sexual 
coercion is one that has challenged theorists and researchers. Further, the underlying 
explanations regarding why some individuals may become the victim/target or perpetrator of 
sexual coercion remains unclear. However, there is some evidence to suggest that sexual 
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scripts may play a role. More recently, research into adult attachment suggests that 
traditional sexual scripts may reflect considerable overlap with individual differences in 
adult attachment, and as such, investigating attachment orientation as a factor associated 
with subtle sexual coercion may be an important step for future research in the area. While 
research into adult attachment is limited within the realm of subtle sexual coercion, 
conducting research from an attachment perspective can address the lack of previous 
research on sexual coercion devoid of a relationship science perspective. Attachment and its 
associations with sexual activity and sexual coercion are discussed in Chapter 3.  
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Chapter 3 – Attachment and Sexual Coercion 
 
 This chapter provides an overview of attachment theory, and consists of a review of 
the previous research on the associations between a person’s attachment orientation and their 
sexual functioning. This chapter also discusses the associations between an individual’s 
attachment style and the likelihood of an individual being susceptible to being either the 
victim/target or the perpetrator of sexual coercion within romantic relationships.  
3.1 Introduction to Attachment Theory 
Attachment theory is a theory of human bonding (Bowlby, 1969/1982) that was 
developed as a means to understand the importance of the parent-child relationship to the 
development of an individual across their lifespan. While a lifespan theory of development, 
Bowlby (1969/1982) formalised this theory by studying and observing the relationship 
between infants and their caregivers. He noticed that as infants develop motor control they 
begin to explore their environment as well as actively pursue the attention of a specific 
caregiver, termed an ‘attachment figure’. In developing an attachment bond with their 
caregiver, infants engage in a number of attachment behaviours designed to maintain 
physical and emotional proximity to the attachment figure. These behaviours include: 
reaching out to the caregiver to be held, maintaining eye contact with the caregiver when 
exploring their environment, and crying when their attachment figure is not available for 
comfort and support (Bowbly 1969/1982; Gillath et al., 2016). When a child perceives that 
there is a threat to themselves or to their relationship with their caregiver, they engage in 
proximity-seeking behaviour to regain closeness with, and comfort from, their attachment 
figure in order to alleviate their feelings of anxiety, fear or distress (Bowbly, 1969/1982; 
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Gillath et al., 2016).  
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Bowlby (1969/1982) proposed that children (and for that matter adults) harbour a 
behavioural system that functions to assist in the regulation of threat and distress throughout 
life, termed the attachment system. The detection of threat or distress, is argued by Bowlby 
to result in the enactment of behaviours designed to seek out the attention and support of a 
caregiver (termed an attachment figure) to thereby restore a state of physical and/or 
psychological security (termed felt security). Examples of threat or distress that may activate 
the attachment system include threats and danger to one’s own psychological or physical 
health, or separation from one’s attachment figure. Therefore, the goal of the attachment 
system is to enact care seeking behaviours when a person’s sense of felt security is 
compromised (Sroufe & Waters, 1977).  
An individual’s history of interpersonal experiences regarding the attainment or un-
attainment of felt security play an important role in the development of attachment mental 
representations (termed internal working models) about the self and close others. These 
working models are thought to guide behaviours within close personal relationships, and 
individual differences in working models and behaviour are thought to reflect a person’s 
attachment style – an individual’s most chronically accessible way of thinking and behaving 
in close personal relationships (Gillath et al., 2016; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016).  
Given that this thesis focuses on attachment in adulthood, Sections 3.2 and 3.3 focus 
on elaborating on the concept of the attachment behavioural system, internal working 
models, and attachment style as discussed in the adult attachment literature, with a focus on 
the social psychology-personality perspective. This particular perspective, has been widely 
applied to the study of many aspects of romantic relationships in adulthood including sexual 
functioning (e.g., Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Feeney & Noller, 1990; Gillath et al., 2016; 
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Simpson, Rholes, & Nelligan, 1992)  
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3.2 A Behavioural Systems Model of Attachment Functioning 
Mikulincer and Shaver (2007) developed a model to explain how the attachment-
behavioural system is activated and how it functions and operates in adulthood. The model 
consists of three modules. The first module consists of the individual monitoring their 
environment for signs of threat, and if a threatening event is perceived, then the attachment-
behavioural system is activated (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). The activation of the 
attachment system then leads the individual to engage in proximity seeking behaviour, where 
the individual attempts to seek closeness to their attachment figure to gain support, comfort, 
and protection. This then leads into the activation of the second module of the attachment 
system, where the individual monitors whether their attachment figure is available, attentive, 
and responsive to their needs, which is related to people’s individual differences in their felt 
security (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). If individuals perceive their attachment figure to be 
responsive to their needs, then this leads the person to feel relieved and secure, which creates 
a sense of attachment security. However, if the individual does not perceive their attachment 
figure to be available, attentive, and responsive, then that increases the individual’s distress, 
and leads to attachment insecurity (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  
When an attachment figure is unavailable, the individual’s distress is compounded, 
and it can trigger a cascade of both mental and behavioural processes that may jeopardise a 
person’s stability, emotional well being, and relationship satisfaction (Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007). This series of events is painful for the person in distress, and can lead them to adopt 
one of two secondary attachment strategies – either hyperactivation or deactivation 
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Whether the individual is likely to engage in hyperactivating 
or deactivating strategies, depends on the person’s subjective appraisal of how successful 
their heightened proximity efforts are likely to be, as well as how much value there is in 
seeking proximity to their attachment figure (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  
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If proximity seeking to the attachment figure is not viable, or the attachment figure is 
consistently unavailable, then this can lead an individual to engage in deactivating strategies, 
where the person decides to distance themselves from threat and attachment related cues, 
which leads to a denial of their attachment needs, dismissal of the initial threat, and 
compulsive self-reliance (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). If proximity seeking is a viable 
option, then an individual may engage in hyperactivating strategies in an attempt to get an 
unreliable or inconsistently responsive attachment figure to pay more attention to them, or to 
get them to attend to their needs and provide support (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). In 
adulthood, hyperactivating strategies include excessive demands for attention, a strong 
desire for closeness, an over dependence on a relationship partner to provide comfort and 
support, clinging and controlling behaviour, and attempts to minimise distance from a 
partner (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  
 The use of hyperactivating strategies and deactivating strategies can influence a 
person’s internal working models and the way that they approach future interactions and 
navigate their romantic relationships in adulthood. Therefore, the functioning of the 
attachment behavioural system not only shapes the behavioural tendencies of individuals, 
but also the development of a person’s attachment internal working models. The internal 
working models of attachment in adulthood are discussed in the next section.   
3.3 Internal Working Models of Attachment in Adulthood 
Bowlby (1969/1982) believed that people cognitively encoded, processed and stored 
their actual experiences with their attachment figures when they were distressed and 
received comfort and support from them. Bowlby (1969/1982) suggested that these 
experiences are stored in the form of ‘mental representations’ of the self and others (called 
attachment working models), which help to shape a person’s thoughts, feelings and 
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behaviours in situations of distress. People who are consistently shown love, support and 
comfort from their attachment figures tend to develop positive working models of both the 
self and others (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Gillath et al., 2016). When a person develops 
positive working models of the self, they are likely to view themselves as worthy of other 
people’s attention and love, they tend to value themselves highly, and they feel comfortable 
going about their lives, and feel able to deal with various different challenges in life and 
cope with stressful events (Gillath et al., 2016). When a person develops positive working 
models of others, they are likely to perceive the world as being a safe place, and they are 
likely to view other people as being warm and trustworthy (Gillath et al., 2016).  
In contrast, individuals that experience histories of either inconsistent or non-
responsive caregiving develop negative working models of both the self and others 
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Negative views of the self can include feelings of 
worthlessness through questioning one’s worth for love and support from others (Gillath et 
al., 2016), largely due to cold and rejecting or inept responses by caregivers. In romantic 
relationships, the harbouring of negative working models of others can make an individual 
more likely to hold negative expectations about a romantic partner’s behaviour, in particular 
with regards to how much attention, support and care they are worthy of receiving, and how 
trustworthy of relationship partners they should be (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  
Bowlby (1988) emphasised that a persons internal working models harbour content 
about attachment-related needs and goals, including the primary goal of the attachment 
system, which is to attain ‘felt security’ as well as a series of sub goals (Pietromonaco & 
Barrett, 2000). These sub goals are regarded as more proximal in nature in that the 
achievement of these more immediate goals are thought to culminate in the achievement of 
the goal of felt security (Gillath et al., 2016; Pietromonaco & Barrett, 2000). These sub goals 
can include protecting the self from hurt, rejection, and betrayal, gaining or seeking intimacy 
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and closeness, as well as preserving independence and autonomy (Gillath et al., 2016). 
Furthermore, these sub goals are said to develop as a function of how successful or 
unsuccessful a person has been in achieving felt security in the past, which suggests that a 
person’s interactions with their attachment figures are vital to achieving their attachment 
related goals and needs (Gillath et al., 2016).  
3.4 Conceptualisation of Individual Differences in Adult Attachment – Attachment 
Style 
Individual differences in adult attachment are often referred to as attachment style (or 
orientations, [Gillath et al., 2016; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016]) and are best described as 
people’s most chronically accessible ways of thinking and behaving within close 
relationships (Gillath et al., 2016). To this end, attachment style encompasses the 
behavioural outputs of the attachment system along with people’s attachment internal 
working models (Gillath et al., 2016). In contemporary social psychology, attachment style 
is conceptualised and assessed as two semi-independent dimensions, attachment avoidance 
and attachment anxiety (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; 
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Individuals high in attachment anxiety are characterised by a 
high need for approval and validation, are excessively clingy, and have fears of 
abandonment and rejection (Karantzas, Feeney, & Wilkinson, 2010). These tendencies are 
the product of relationship experiences with attachment figures that provided inconsistent or 
inept care and support. The behavioural characteristics associated with attachment anxiety 
reflect a hyperactivating attachment strategy (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). To this end, 
individuals high in attachment anxiety demonstrate intense monitoring of the relationship 
partner and strong efforts to maintain proximity and to regain closeness (Davis, 2006; 
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). When a threat is perceived, exaggerated distress responses as 
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well as attention and support seeking behaviours ensue in an attempt to gain the attachment 
figure’s attention, love and support.  
Conversely, individuals high in attachment avoidance are characterised by a 
discomfort with closeness, a distrust of others, regard relationships as secondary and are 
excessively self-reliant (Karantzas et al., 2010). These tendencies are the product of 
relationship experiences with rejecting attachment figures, and as a result, these individuals 
are not confident relying on others to provide them with comfort and security (Karantzas et 
al., 2010). Consequently, these individuals develop deactivating strategies to deal with this 
constant rejection. Deactivating strategies are manifested in avoidant individuals as the 
suppression of the normal support seeking behaviours enacted when under threat, such as 
where the avoidant individual dismisses threats and the need for attachment figure 
availability (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  
 Individuals who are either high on attachment avoidance and/or high on attachment 
anxiety are regarded as insecurely attached. Individuals who score low on both dimensions 
are termed securely attached and are characterised by positive views of the self and others, 
are trusting of relationship partners, value intimacy and closeness in relationships, and are 
willing to seek as well as provide assistance in times of need (Brennan et al., 1998). As a 
result, these individuals tend to minimise the use of deactivating and hyperactivating 
strategies, but rather deal with threatening situations by using constructive coping strategies 
such as problem-solving, effective regulation of their emotions, and seeking proximity to 
attachment figures to receive advice and encouragement, or to allay concerns and receive 
emotional comfort (Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Wei, Russell, 
Mallinckrodt, & Vogel, 2007). In summary, secure attachment is generally associated with 
the experience of satisfying relationships and in the harbouring of a sense of confidence and 
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surety in one’s own lovability and ability to provide love (Gillath et al., 2016; Mikulincer & 
Shaver, 2007).  
According to Bowlby (1969/1982), the attachment system is the primary behavioural 
system associated with human bonding during the early years of life. However, he noted that 
other behavioural systems associated with close relationships play significant roles over the 
course of the lifespan. In particular Hazan and Shaver (1994) note that prototypical romantic 
relationships involve the interplay between three behavioural systems – the attachment 
system, the caregiving system, and the sexual system. Therefore, within the context of adult 
sexual relationships, it is the interplay between the attachment and sexual behavioural 
systems that is likely to shape all aspects of sexual functioning (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012), 
including negative sexual interactions such as the experience of sexual coercion. To this end, 
theory and research investigating the interplay between these systems is reviewed in the 
following sections. 
3.5 The Sexual Behavioural System 
In addition to viewing attachment and caregiving as two distinct behavioural 
systems, Bowlby (1969/1982) viewed sexual behaviour as governed by a separate 
behavioural system. According to Shaver and Mikulincer (2012), the sexual behavioural 
system can help to explain the sexual functioning across many phases of relationship 
functioning – from formation to the maintenance of romantic relationships – and is tied to 
people’s sexual attitudes and motivations for sex (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Shaver, 
Hazan, & Bradshaw, 1988; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012).  
From an evolutionary perspective, the ‘set goal’ of the sexual behavioural system is 
to engage in sexual intercourse with an opposite-sex partner in order to procreate, and to 
pass one’s genes onto the next generation (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). However, people 
can still seek sexual pleasure without the hope of procreating, and evolutionary 
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psychologists pointed out that the proximal motivation for engaging in sex (i.e., engaging in 
sex with an attractive person or wishing to become sexually aroused and achieve orgasm) 
does not need to be the same as the distal reason (i.e., procreation) for engaging in sex. The 
sexual system is what drives an individual to want to have sex with another person, for one 
of the two main reasons (i.e., sexual pleasure or procreation [Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; 
Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012]), and the sexual system is automatically activated when a 
person notices a potential partner that they subjectively appraise as being attractive and 
sexually interested in (Fisher, 1998). 
Once a potential partner has been identified, the sexual-behavioural system is 
activated, and the primary strategy of the sexual behavioural system is to approach a 
potential partner and determine whether they are interested in having sex with them by 
enticing or persuading them, and then once the person says yes, to engage in sexual 
intercourse (Fisher, 1988). The activation of the sexual behavioural system has a well 
defined signature (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). When an individual encounters an attractive 
person that they are sexually interested in, an increase in autonomic arousal and intense 
excitement ensues, which then leads to great pleasure (if both members are mutually 
interested in engaging in sex), physiological relief, and joy (Kaplan, 1974). The most direct 
way for a person to move forward and engage in sexual activity with a potentially interested 
person, is for the individual to proclaim their interest (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). This 
doesn’t necessarily have to be blunt and direct, as it is possible to use more subtle, or 
manipulative methods, however indirect methods of letting the potential partner know one is 
interested in sex may be either dismissed or misinterpreted (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). In 
addition, if subtle advances are misinterpreted, they can result in conflict or resistance, 
instead of mutual sexual activity and attraction (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  
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The coordination of the two partners’ motives and behaviours can help to ensure that 
the sexual behaviours of the two partners are in sync, which helps positive sexual 
functioning to ensue (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). Feelings of vitality and energy are 
promoted when both partners have enjoyable sexual encounters and fulfil each other’s needs. 
While there are many positive feelings and outcomes associated with the normative 
functioning of the sexual behavioural system, there are some times when negative feelings 
and outcomes ensue as a result of non-normative functioning of the sexual behavioural 
system, such as when there is a discrepancy between partners in their desire to have sex 
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). Sexual intercourse requires a 
great deal of coordination between partners, and if there are problems in coordinating both 
partner’s sexual desires and behaviours, then sexual and relationship difficulties can arise, 
which may increase any worries that a person may already have about engaging in sexual 
activity (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). These concerns can include worries about sexual 
performance and worries about one’s lovability (Barlow, 1986; Kaplan, 1974). Another 
example of poor sexual system functioning is when a person that is unable to regulate their 
sexual arousal and excitement may have a sense of urgency for sexual satisfaction, which 
may make them rush into engaging in sex with their partner without taking their partners 
needs and concerns into account (Davis, 2006).  
According to Shaver and Mikulincer (2012), the hyperactivating and deactivating 
strategies discussed earlier in relation to the attachment system, can also be seen in the 
operation of the sexual behavioural system, particularly when the sexual behavioural system 
deviates from normative functioning. Accordingly, it is proposed that when an individual 
uses coercive attempts to persuade a partner to have sex with them, they are likely using a 
sexual hyperactivation strategy (Mikulincer, 2006; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). Birnbaum, 
Mikulincer, Szepsenwol, Shaver, and Mizrahi (2014) propose that when an individual uses 
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hyperactivating strategies for sex, it is used as a regulation strategy to pursue the positive 
affect that is associated with engaging in sex, and to avoid the negative affect associated 
with previous rejection and sex-related anxieties and worries. When engaging in such a 
strategy, an individual over-emphasises and exaggerates the signals received from a partner 
as well as the importance placed on sexual activities within a relationship (i.e., sexual 
activities are thought to be processed as signs of approval and validation; Birnbaum et al., 
2014). Furthermore, sexual hyperactivation is proposed to be associated with hypervigilance 
regarding signals of attraction and rejection (Davis, 2006; Mikulincer, 2006; Shaver & 
Mikulincer, 2012).  
Sexual deactivation on the other hand, is characterised by an avoidant attitude 
towards sex. An individual who enacts a deactivating sexual strategy suppresses their own 
sexual thoughts and fantasies, inhibits sexual arousal and orgasmic joy and dismisses sexual 
needs, represses sex-related memories and distances themselves from a partner that is 
interested in sex (Birnbaum et al., 2014; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). Individuals who use 
deactivating strategies don’t necessarily avoid sex altogether, but they are less likely to 
engage in sex for sexual pleasure (Birnbaum et al., 2014). They may use deactivating 
strategies as a result of previous negative experiences in the sexual domain, such as constant 
rejection from sexual partners (Birnbaum et al., 2014).  
There are many variables that may be associated with why someone may have 
various worries about engaging in sexual activity (e.g., low self-esteem, lack of sexual 
desire, previous negative sexual experiences), and one such variable that has consistently 
been found to be associated with sexual functioning is individual differences in a persons 
attachment style (Birnbaum & Gillath, 2006; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007; Schachner & Shaver, 2004). Thus, given the interplay between the attachment 
behavioural system and the sexual behavioural systems, it has been found that individual 
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differences in the functioning of these systems can mutually influence one another. 
However, most attachment researchers acknowledge that given that the attachment system 
developmentally pre-dates the sexual system (i.e., the attachment system is primed to 
function from birth, whereas the sexual system commences functioning during pubertal 
maturity, [Gillath et al., 2016]) it is assumed that individual differences in attachment 
influence individual differences in sexual behaviour more so than vice-versa (Shaver & 
Mikulincer, 2012). 
3.6 The Interplay Between the Attachment and Sexual Behavioural Systems 
More recently, individual differences in attachment and sexual system functioning 
have been suggested as being associated with people’s sexual experiences (Shaver & 
Mikulincer, 2012). In addition, it is proposed that the overall quality of romantic 
relationships can be affected by individual differences in both the sexual behavioural system 
and attachment behavioural systems (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Shaver & Mikulincer, 
2012). When these systems function normatively, Shaver and Mikulincer (2012) contend 
that partners have higher feelings of mutual love and gratitude, feel more valued, and have 
an increased sense of physical and emotional closeness. Specifically, individuals that are 
securely attached are able to perceive another person’s sexual interest accurately, and are 
able to engage in sexual activity that is mutually satisfying and equally desirable (Mikulincer 
& Shaver, 2016). Securely attached individuals do not equate sex with love, and they are 
able to balance their own needs with their partners needs, and tend to enjoy sex without 
being preoccupied about their sexual performance (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). They find it 
relatively easy to view a sexual partner as having good intentions due to their positive 
models of others, which makes them able to enjoy sex without the fear of being betrayed or 
exploited (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012).  
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Adults that are insecurely attached (either avoidant or anxious) are more likely to 
have more sexual problems (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). It is proposed that individuals with 
anxious attachment place high values on sexual activities as they see it as a way of 
promoting closeness and intimacy with their partner, whilst still focusing on their own needs 
for security and protection (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). They use sex as a way of fulfilling 
unmet needs of love and security, however due to their self-focused motives for sex, they 
find it difficult attending to a partner’s sexual desires (Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Shaver & 
Mikulincer, 2012). An individual’s sexual pleasure is altered by their anxious attachment, 
and they find it hard relaxing and ‘letting go’ during sex because they constantly worry 
about disapproval and rejection from their partner (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). Anxiously 
attached individuals may interpret a partner as having insufficient love for them if they 
refuse their sexual advances, but interpret frequent and good sex as an indicator of their 
partner’s commitment and love for them and overall relationship quality (Davis et al., 2004; 
Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012).  
Whilst individuals with an anxious attachment style are less able to relax and enjoy 
sex, leading to more sexual problems (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012), individuals with an 
avoidant attachment style are also thought to experience problems in terms of their sexual 
functioning (Gentzler & Kerns, 2004). Individuals with avoidant attachment, due to their 
discomfort with closeness, are more likely to engage in uncommitted sex in which closeness 
is minimised and where a long-term orientation towards a relationship does not exist or is 
given a low priority (Gentzler & Kerns, 2004). Due to their negative working models of 
others, avoidantly attached individuals may abstain from sex due to their lack of trust in 
others, engage in casual, emotionless sex, and instead use sex as a way to impress their 
peers, and to boost their ego and reputation (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). Due to an 
avoidantly attached individual’s desire for personal control and self-reliance, they may be 
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more likely to use sex as a way of gaining control or power over their partner, thus 
maintaining their sense of independence (Davis, 2006; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). 
Therefore the manner in which insecurely attached individuals behave and experience sexual 
encounters may indeed have connections with sexual coercion – whether it be acting as a 
perpetrator or being the victim/target of sexual coercion. To date, there exists some evidence 
to suggest that attachment insecurity is associated with sexual coercion, and thus supports 
the contentions proposed by Shaver and Mikulincer (2012). This literature is reviewed in the 
following section. 
3.7 Associations Between Attachment and Sexual Coercion 
Over the past decade, research into adult attachment has been extended to include 
sexual coercion, including the focus of this thesis on less severe or subtle forms of sexual 
coercion (e.g., Karantzas et al., 2016). While studies exist examining the links between 
attachment and the lesser forms of sexual coercion, these are few in number and the findings 
across these studies are somewhat mixed (e.g., Karantzas et al., 2016). Specifically, 
insecurely attached individuals appear to demonstrate relationship behaviours that can reflect 
either being the victim/target or perpetrator of sexual coercion (Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; 
Karantzas et al., 2016; Tracy, Shaver, Albino, & Cooper, 2003).  
In relation to attachment anxiety, this dimension of attachment insecurity has been 
found to be associated with being the victim/target of sexual coercion (Gentzler & Kerns, 
2004). It is assumed that anxiously attached individuals’ strong desire to maintain physical 
as well as emotional closeness to their relationship partner, high need for approval and a 
strong fear of rejection may heighten their vulnerability to experiencing sexual coercion 
(Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). However, attachment anxiety has 
also been found to be positively associated with the perpetration of sexual coercion (e.g., 
Davis et al., 2004; Struckman-Johnson et al., 2003). In studies in which this association has 
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been found, it is suggested that when anxiously attached individuals are faced with a 
relationship threat, they may engage in manipulative behaviours in an attempt to get a 
romantic partner to comply with their requests to engage in sex, so that they can regain 
closeness, promote intimacy, and prevent abandonment and rejection (Davis, 2006; Long, 
Cate, Fehsenfeld, & Williams, 2005; Schachner & Shaver, 2004). In addition, anxiously 
attached individuals may coerce a partner to engage in sexual activity due to their 
compulsive and/or intrusive behaviour that results from their heightened relational and sex-
related anxieties and worries, such as insecurities about the relationship (Davis, 2006; 
Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). Anxiously attached individuals tend to want to please their 
partner in order to receive the approval and validation that they desire (Shaver & Mikulincer, 
2012), and they tend to behave in a manner which may predispose them to comply with their 
partners sexual requests, however, these same worries may make them likely to coerce their 
partner (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). Therefore, it appears that a case can be made for 
attachment anxiety to be associated with being the victim/target and perpetrator of the less 
severe forms of sexual coercion.  
In support of attachment anxiety being associated with being both the victim/target 
and perpetrator of sexual coercion, Davis et al. (2004) found that attachment anxiety was 
positively associated with various facets of sexual coercion, including gaining power over 
one’s partner and partner manipulation. Struckman-Johnson et al. (2003) also found that 
anxiously attached individuals may use verbal tactics for sexual coercion (such as guilt 
tripping and lying) to trick, guilt and deceive their partner into engaging in sexual 
intercourse in order to meet their own attachment needs for validation and closeness. In 
contrast, Gentzler and Kerns (2004) found that attachment anxiety was associated with being 
the victim of sexual coercion, which suggests that an anxious individual’s high need for 
approval and strong fears of abandonment, may underpin their consent or compliance to 
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sexual advances. Furthermore, Davis et al. (2004) also found that anxiously attached 
individuals engaged in sex for motives such as stress reduction, reassurance, partner 
manipulation and to gain emotional closeness.  
Like attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance has been found to be associated with 
both being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion (e.g., Birnbaum, Weisberg, & 
Simpson, 2011; Brassard, Shaver, & Lussier, 2007; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). In relation 
to perpetration, Shaver and Mikulincer (2012) state that attachment avoidant individuals may 
use sex to gain control over their partner, to enhance their social status, or to boost their own 
self-esteem with little regard for their sexual partner. This is due to attachment avoidant 
individuals discomfort with closeness, need for personal control, and excessive self-reliance 
(Tracy et al., 2003; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). Attachment avoidant individuals promote 
sexual behaviours that are focused solely on their own needs, and Tracy et al. (2003) suggest 
that they have a preference for impersonal, uncommitted sex due to their behavioural, 
cognitive and emotional biases. Avoidantly attached individuals hold less restrictive attitudes 
towards sex, and construe sex in ways that minimise their intimacy and interdependence, and 
they have strong attitudes regarding casual and uncommitted sex (Allen & Baucom, 2005; 
Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004).  
These characteristics and attitudes may predispose avoidantly attached individuals to 
engage in sexual coercion to fulfil their own sexual desires, with very little consideration 
regarding the vulnerability or emotional state of their sexual partner. From this perspective, 
individuals high on attachment avoidance may be particularly prone to coercing a partner to 
engage in sex, and thus being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. In support of this, 
Birnbaum et al. (2011) found that an avoidantly attached individuals excessive self-reliance, 
need for personal control and need to exert power over one’s partner were found to be linked 
with the perpetration of sexual coercion.  
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In contrast, however, avoidantly attached individuals may also be the victims of 
sexual coercion. Gentzler and Kerns (2004) found that attachment avoidance in both men 
and women was associated with engaging in more unwanted, but consensual sex. Shaver and 
Mikulincer (2012) suggest that avoidantly attached individuals may succumb to their 
partners sexual advances in order to avoid self-disclosure, discussion of a relationship issue, 
or to avoid emotional intimacy. In support of this, Impett and Peplau (2002) found that 
attachment avoidance in women was positively associated with sexual compliance, a finding 
that was explained through meeting relationship obligations and norms, and to avoid the 
disclosure of interpersonal issues. 
 A recent systematic review by Karantzas et al. (2016) which involved both a 
qualitative and quantitative (i.e., meta-analysis) review of 11 studies investigating individual 
differences in adult attachment and subtle or less severe sexual coercion found that 
attachment avoidance is more consistently associated with sexual coercion perpetration 
rather than victimisation. In two-thirds of the studies reviewed, attachment avoidance was 
linked to the perpetration of sexual coercion (Birnbaum et al., 2011; Davis et al., 2004; 
Schachner & Shaver, 2004; Smallbone & Dadds, 2000; Smallbone & Dadds, 2001). Only 
one third of the studies reviewed found associations between attachment avoidance and 
sexual coercion victimisation (Brassard et al., 2007; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & 
Peplau, 2002). In contrast, Karantzas et al. (2016) found that attachment anxiety is more 
commonly associated with sexual coercion victimisation than perpetration. In over three-
quarters of the reviewed studies examining victimisation, sexual coercion victimisation was 
linked to attachment anxiety (Eckart, 1996; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002; 
Tracy et al., 2003). Having said this, the effect sizes linking attachment anxiety to 
victimisation (r = .17, p < .05) and avoidance to perpetration (r = .16, p < .05) were weak at 
best.  
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One question that these findings raise is whether these weak but consistent patterns 
between individual differences in attachment and experiences of subtle sexual coercion 
reflect a statistical regression to the mean. That is, do the associations across studies in 
which some have attachment anxiety or avoidance associated with being the victim/target of 
sexual coercion and others have the attachment dimensions associated with perpetration, 
cancel each other out to yield these modest trends reported in the review by Karantzas et al. 
(2016).  
In testing for explanatory variables for these associations, Karantzas and colleagues 
found that the associations were moderated by gender and mediated by motivations for sex. 
Specifically, the association between attachment anxiety and being the victim/target of 
sexual coercion was strengthened in women, while the association between attachment 
avoidance and the perpetration of sexual coercion was strengthened in men. These findings 
speak to the theorised and empirical associations noted by Del Giudice (2009, 2011) 
regarding individual differences in adult attachment and sexual strategies.  
The findings regarding motives reported by Karantzas et al. (2016), suggest that 
motives may be an important variable for future research in understanding the reasons for 
why attachment anxiety and avoidance may at times be associated with either being the 
victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. That is, the modest effect sizes found 
to date and the somewhat mixed findings may be a function of the lack of clarity around the 
role of motives in explaining the association between attachment style and experiences of 
subtle sexual coercion. Given the modest number of studies eligible for inclusion in the 
Karantzas and colleagues review, the role of motives from a quantitative perspective was 
examined on a global level. Therefore, the review was unable to provide some fine-grained 
analysis as to whether different motives may explain the reasons as to why attachment 
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anxiety and avoidance are sometimes associated with being the victim/target and other times 
with being the perpetrator.  
The qualitative interrogation of studies that investigated motives as part of the 
Karantzas et al. (2016) review did provide support for the notion that different motives may 
indeed play a role in the extent to which the attachment dimensions are associated with 
either being the victim/target or perpetrator of sexual coercion. For instance, the link 
between attachment avoidance and sexual coercion victimisation appeared to be explained 
by motives regarding the allaying of pressure to engage in sex and to fulfil relationship 
obligations rather than engage in intimate and disclosing discussions about relationship 
issues (Brassard et al., 2007; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002). In contrast, 
links with perpetration appeared to align with motives pertaining to the need to exert power 
and to gain control over one’s partner (Birnbaum et al., 2011; Davis et al., 2004; Schachner 
& Shaver, 2004). In relation to attachment anxiety, being the victim/target of sexual coercion 
seemed to in part be motivated by fears of abandonment and rejection, and to safeguard 
against abandonment and loss of interest by one’s partner (Impett & Peplau, 2002; Tracy et 
al., 2003).  
Karantzas et al. (2016) note that future research in the area should conduct a 
systematic investigation of motives that specifically pertain to the subtle forms of sexual 
coercion to better understand its links with adult attachment. To this end, the current thesis 
embarks on a systematic investigation of motives and their role in mediating the association 
between individual differences in attachment and the experience of subtle sexual coercion. 
Therefore, Chapter 4 will provide a comprehensive overview of the motivations for sexual 
coercion. 
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Chapter 4 – Approach-Avoidance Motivations for Sexual Coercion 
 
 This chapter provides an overview of the various motivations for sex and sexual 
coercion that have been discussed in the literature. This chapter also discusses approach-
avoidance motivational theory, and discusses how it has previously been applied in the 
context of romantic relationships. This chapter also provides an overview of the previous 
research that has been conducted on both attachment and approach-avoidance motivations 
for sex and sexual coercion, and the chapter concludes with a discussion of the broad aims 
pertaining to this doctoral research.  
4.1 Overview of the Assessment of Motivations for Sex  
Individuals engage in sex to satisfy various physical and socio-emotional needs as 
well as to achieve various distal and proximal goals pertaining to sexual and relationship 
functioning (see Sections 3.5, 3.6 and 3.7). Therefore when trying to understand the various 
aspects of sexual functioning, it is important to unpack the underlying motivations 
surrounding people’s engagement in sexual behaviour (Dewitte, 2012). It is therefore of no 
surprise that the assessment of motives for sex has a history that spans over 20 years. During 
this time, two motivational measures for sex have emerged as widely used assessment tools, 
and in doing so, have provided some insights into the diverse motives that underpin people’s 
sexual behaviour. Despite this progress, there has been little by way of developing 
assessments for the kinds of motives that may be at play during sexual encounters that are 
coercive. That is, when it comes to either severe or subtle forms of sexual coercion, no 
measure exists to assess the motivations associated with this specific type of sexual 
experience. Rather, the measures that have been developed assess the motivations 
underpinning sexual behaviours in general. It is important that measures be derived that 
specifically tap into the motivations underpinning being the victim/target or perpetrator of 
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sexual coercion, as the existing motivational measures include subscales in which the motive 
implies an element of coercion and other subscales that seem devoid of coercion.  
For instance, various measures (outlined in Section 4.2) assess the endorsement of 
sexual behaviours for power, control, or to experience dominance. To suggest that these 
motives underpin innocuous and benign sexual behaviour seems inconsistent with 
conceptualisations of both explicit and subtle forms of sexual coercion (Karantzas et al., 
2016; Spitzberg 1998). To this end, it is necessary that measures specific to sexual coercion 
(in this case subtle sexual coercion) be developed to increase the conceptual and 
measurement fidelity of the study of motivations that reflect sexual coercion. This can assist 
with identifying motives that are unique to coercive sexual behaviour, non-coercive sexual 
behaviour, and those motives that underpin both coercive and non-coercive acts. 
As a starting point in understanding the motives underpinning subtle sexual coercion, 
it is important to examine the literature on existing measures that assess motives for sexual 
behaviour in general. The measures outlined in Section 4.2 below, provide some insights 
into the diverse motivations that may apply within the context of sexual coercion.  
4.2 Measures of Motivations for Sexual Behaviour 
The most commonly used measures for sexual motivations are the Affective and 
Motivational Orientation Related to Erotic Arousal Questionnaire (AMORE; Hill & Preston, 
1996) and the Sex Motives Scale (SMS; Cooper, Shapiro, & Powers, 1998). The AMORE 
(Hill & Preston, 1996) contains 62 items, and it is a self-report questionnaire consisting of 
eight subscales depicting dispositional sexual motives to: (1) engage in sex to feel valued by 
one’s partner, (2) show value for one’s partner, (3) obtain relief from stress, (4) provide 
nurturance to one’s partner, (5) enhance feelings of personal power, (6) experience the 
power of one’s partner, (7) experience pleasure, and (8) for procreation (Hill & Preston, 
1996). All items are rated in relation to the extent that each motive is true for the respondent, 
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and all items are rated on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all true) to 5 (completely 
true). All eight subscales have been found to have good internal consistency (αs ≥ .76) and 
the subscales have demonstrated good convergent and discriminant validity (Hill & Preston, 
1996). For example, seven of the eight subscales on the AMORE were found to be 
significantly correlated with other existing measures about sex. Specifically, the AMORE 
was significantly correlated with the Sexual Opinion Survey (Fisher, Byrne, White, & 
Kelley, 1988), which assesses negative versus positive responses to sexual activity and 
sexual situations, as well as the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI; Simpson & 
Gangestad, 1991), which measures a person’s restricted versus unrestricted attitudes, beliefs 
and desires about engaging in uncommitted sex. In addition, the subscales of the AMORE 
appear uncorrelated with measures of unrelated theoretical constructs, such as: social 
competence, assertiveness, self-reliance, and competitiveness (Hill & Preston, 1996).  
The Sex Motives Scale (SMS; Cooper et al., 1998) contains 29 items, and 
respondents are asked to indicate the frequency of which they engage in sex as a function of 
a particular motivation. Each item is rated on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (almost 
never/never) to 5 (almost always/always). The SMS assesses six motives for sex: (1) to 
enhance physical or emotional pleasure (i.e., enhancement); (2) to foster relationship 
intimacy; (3) to cope with negative states such as loneliness, stress and sadness (i.e., coping); 
(4) to experience self-affirmation, by way of enhancements in self-esteem and in one’s 
desirability and attractiveness; (5) to receive partner approval, and (6) to receive peer 
approval. The six subscales have good reliability (αs ≥ .82) and the subscales have 
demonstrated good convergent and discriminant validity (Cooper et al., 1998). For example, 
the enhancement, coping, and self-affirmation subscales of the SMS were all found to be 
significantly positively correlated with existing measures assessing the need for sex and 
erotophilia (i.e., positive attitudes or feelings about sex [(Cooper et al., 1998]), and 
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significantly negatively associated with social desirability. The intimacy subscale of the 
SMS was found to be significantly positively associated with the need for intimacy, 
erotophilia, and the need for sex, but it was uncorrelated with social desirability, 
neuroticism, and sensation seeking. Furthermore, the subscales of partner approval and peer 
approval were not significantly associated with the need for sex, erotophilia, or the need for 
intimacy, and instead, they were found to be significantly positively associated with existing 
measures assessing the general need for social approval, erotophobia (i.e., negative attitudes 
or fears about sex), and neuroticism (Cooper et al., 1998). 
In addition to the measures outlined above, a more recent measure that has been 
developed to assess sexual motivations is the Comprehensive Sexual Motives Inventory 
Catalogue (COSMIC; Browning, 2004). The COSMIC contains 72-items investigating 
reasons for why an individual may engage in sex. Browning’s measure contains 18 subscales 
of sexual motives: pleasure (i.e., engaging in sex for fun and pleasure), love (i.e., to show 
love and express affection to a partner), partner pleasing (i.e., to make the partner happy and 
to please the partner), role fulfilment (i.e., because the person feels obligated to engage in 
sex with their partner), stress reduction (i.e., to reduce stress), experimentation/exploration 
(i.e., to learn new sexual techniques), recognition/self-affirmation (i.e., to feel more 
attractive and desirable), dominance/possession (i.e., to increase power in the relationship 
and to feel in control of the partner), procreation (i.e., to have a baby), submission (i.e., to 
have the partner be dominant and in control), making amends (i.e., to compensate for 
disappointing a partner), pressured compliance (i.e., because the partner is pressuring the 
person to engage in sex), spirituality (i.e., to increase spiritual awareness), safety/protection 
(i.e., to have a protector in case someone tries to bother them), rebellion (i.e., because they 
are not supposed to engage in sex), peer conformity (i.e., to gain approval from others), 
revenge/jealousy (i.e., engaging in sex with someone else to get revenge on a partner), and 
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for financial reasons (i.e., to gain money and improve their financial position). The subscales 
have all demonstrated good reliability (αs ≥ .70) and the subscales also demonstrated good 
convergent and discriminant validity (Browning, 2004). For example, 9 out of the 11 most 
highly endorsed motives of the COSMIC were found to be significantly positively correlated 
with erotophilia (i.e., positive attitudes or feelings about sex), and the motives that were 
uncorrelated with erotophilia were motives that imply that an individual is less interested in 
sex itself (e.g., procreation, peer conformity, revenge/jealousy, pressured compliance, role 
fulfilment, and for financial reasons [Browning, 2004]). Furthermore, 14 out of the 18 
motives of the COSMIC were significantly positively correlated with hostility, and the four 
motives that were uncorrelated with hostility, were motives that generally do not have any 
negative sentiments associated with them (e.g., pleasure, love, spirituality, and procreation 
[Browning, 2004]).  
While the measures outlined above reflect quite comprehensive assessments of 
sexual motivations, the sheer number and diversity of motives presents its own challenge. 
Specifically, the challenge with identifying a wide array of motives is that it becomes 
difficult to synthesise these motives in a way that helps to understand the underlying 
function or purpose of these motives within the context of sex. To address this challenge, 
these various motives need to be organised within a coherent framework or structure to not 
only explain sexual behaviour in general, but sexual coercion. The need for a framework is 
also required because the measures that have been developed thus far have largely been 
empirically driven. That is, there is little by way of a strong theoretical framework to 
underpin the conceptualisation of motives for sexual behaviour.  
Picking up on this issue, Cooper et al. (2006) noted that the specific motives 
proposed as part of assessments for sex may well be organised under two meta or higher-
order motivations. Specifically, Cooper and colleagues proposed that, on a broad level, 
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sexual behaviour is underpinned by the motivation to approach positive outcomes such as 
sexual or relationship rewards, or avoid negative outcomes such as sexual or relationship 
punishments. Whilst Cooper et al. (2006) had suggested that using an approach-avoidance 
motivational framework provides a parsimonious way to classify motivations for sex; 
majority of the recent research on sexual motivations has not used this framework.  
In contrast, the approach-avoidance motivational perspective to the study of 
relationships in general (i.e., not research specific to sex) has become the most widely 
applied and studied motivational framework within the study of romantic relationships (for a 
review see Gable, 2012; Gable & Impett, 2012). Specifically, approach and avoidance 
motivations have been found to be important explanatory mechanisms for relationship 
processes such as relationship satisfaction, relationship commitment, loneliness, and partner 
responsiveness (e.g., Frank & Brandstätter, 2002; Gable & Impett, 2012; Impett, Kogan, 
Oveis, Gable, & Keltner, 2010). Furthermore, this perspective was applied in a dyadic study 
that reflected an intersection between relationship processes and sexual coercion-like 
processes. Impett, Peplau, and Gable (2005) found that approach motives for sex were 
positively associated with both partners’ perceptions of positive affect, relationship 
satisfaction, feelings of closeness, and negatively associated with reports of conflict. In 
contrast, avoidance motivations for sex were negatively associated with these outcomes.  
Thus it appears, that the application of an approach-avoidance motivational 
framework is appropriate in organising the many and varied motivations found in sex 
research, and may provide an important way forward in understanding the motives 
specifically associated with being the victim/target or perpetrator of sexual coercion. To this 
end, Gable’s (2006, 2012) approach-avoidance motivation model of relationships is 
described in Section 4.3. 
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4.3 Gable’s Model of Approach-Avoidance Motivations in Close Relationships 
Gable’s (2006, 2012) model of approach-avoidance motivations is based on 
observations in the literature that suggest that there are inherent incentives and threats 
associated with close relationships that impact a persons health and well-being. Furthermore, 
individuals enact distinct motivations that impel them towards the pursuit of rewards and 
non-pursuit of punishments. Specifically, approach motivations govern the seeking out of 
rewards while avoidance motivations govern the averting of punishment (Gable & Impett, 
2012). Gable and Impett (2012) suggest that these motivations are largely independent and 
can co-occur, as specific relationship events and contexts can be both rewarding and 
punishing. For instance, announcing one’s love for another in the early stages of a 
relationship may be both rewarding and punishing. It may be rewarding if that sentiment is 
reciprocated and heightened feelings of love and intimacy ensue, but it may also be 
punishing because of the anxiety and worry that can exist prior to telling a partner of one’s 
feelings. Therefore, Gable (2006, 2012) notes that it is necessary that both motivations are 
considered when studying processes associated with intimate relationships. 
As a means of formally conceptualising the role of approach and avoidance 
motivations in close relationships, Gable (2006, 2012) developed an integrative model of 
interpersonal approach-avoidance motivations. The model outlined in Figure 4.1 is an 
adapted version of Gable’s (2006, 2012) model, and it suggests that an individual’s 
tendencies for approach and avoidance motivations are largely driven by individual 
differences (i.e., distal trait-like variables) and recent relationship events (Gable, 2012). In 
turn, approach and avoidance motivations are likely to influence an individual’s behavioural 
strategies to either approach relationship rewards and incentives (e.g., passion and 
companionship), or avoid relationship threats and punishments such as a fear of rejection, 
and threats to security or safety (Gable, 2012). Finally, these behavioural strategies, along 
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with approach and avoidance motivations, are thought to influence various facets of 
relationship outcomes, such as satisfaction and relationship quality, relationship longevity, 
and the positivity of interactions between couple members (Gable, 2012).  
 
 
Figure 4.1. Model of approach-avoidance relationship motivations (Adapted from Gable, 
2006, 2012).  
 
 In relation to individual differences, Gable and Impett (2012) note attachment style to 
be a key distal factor that is associated with approach-avoidance motivations (see Section 
4.4). According to Gable and Impett, individuals high on attachment anxiety pursue 
closeness and intimacy due to their preoccupation with relationships, but also attempt to 
minimise or avoid situations that may incite conflict or animosity due to their fear of 
rejection.  Therefore, individuals high on attachment anxiety may be driven to engage in 
relationship behaviours as a function of both approach and avoidance motivations (Gable & 
Impett, 2012). A number of studies support these claims, with attachment anxiety associated 
with motivations in romantic relationships that are geared towards the avoidance of negative 
outcomes such as conflict, relationship tension, or the loss of interest by a relationship 
partner, as well as to attain positive outcomes such as enhanced relationship intimacy 
(Impett & Gordon, 2010; Impett, Gordon, & Strachman, 2008; Impett & Peplau, 2002). 
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These motivations may well extend to their sexual functioning, which can include situations 
of sexual coercion.  
In contrast, Gable and Impett (2012) suggest that high attachment avoidance may be 
negatively associated with approach motivations. Avoidantly attached individuals lack of 
trust of others, discomfort with closeness, and excessive self-reliance means that they are 
unlikely to seek out opportunities that foster intimacy and closeness. Gable and Impett make 
no claims as to whether attachment avoidance is associated with avoidance motivations. 
However, within particular relationship contexts, it is plausible to assume that individuals 
high on this dimension would be motivated to avoid relationship conflicts and other 
relationship threats and negative interactions. Numerous existing studies suggest that 
avoidantly attached individuals attempt to minimise relationship threats and conflicts (for a 
review see Feeney, 2016; Feeney & Karantzas, 2017) and that these are likely driven by the 
deactivating strategies that underpin avoidant behaviours. Therefore, it is possible that while 
attachment avoidance may be negatively associated with approach motivations, it may also 
be positively associated with avoidance motivations. 
In addition to integrating the role of individual differences (such as attachment style), 
Gable’s (2006, 2012) model also highlights that specific relationship events or contexts are 
likely to play a role in the endorsement of approach or avoidance motivations. One such 
context that has been studied within Gable’s framework relates to sexual interactions and 
desire (Impett, Gable, & Peplau, 2005; Impett, Peplau, & Gable, 2005). Across a series of 
daily diary and longitudinal studies, Gable and colleagues found that on days that approach 
motivations were endorsed, people reported greater sexual desire, while the opposite 
association was found in relation to the endorsement of avoidance motivations (Impett, 
Gable, & Peplau, 2005; Impett, Peplau, & Gable, 2005). A more recent study further 
supports the application of Gable’s model to the study of sexual behaviour. Muise, Impett, 
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and Desmarais (2013) found that engaging in sex for approach goals (e.g., to promote 
intimacy or to enhance closeness with a partner) was associated with higher sexual 
satisfaction and relationship satisfaction, whereas it was found that engaging in sex for 
avoidance goals (e.g., to avoid conflict) was associated with lower sexual satisfaction and 
relationship satisfaction.  
Despite the work on sexual behaviour and the relevance of attachment style when 
investigating approach and avoidance motivations, Gable’s (2006, 2012) model has not been 
extended in a formal manner to investigations of sexual coercion. It is however contended 
that the application of this model has important implications for the study of sexual coercion 
and adult attachment. Firstly, the approach-avoidance motivational framework suggests that 
approach and avoidance motivations are important explanatory variables in understanding 
behaviours and outcomes within the context of sex. To this end, the framework is likely to 
have important relevance to all aspects of sexual functioning including both subtle and 
explicit forms of sexual coercion. Secondly, the application of an approach-avoidance 
motivational framework provides an important theoretical perspective to organise and 
investigate the diverse motivations that may be associated with sexual coercion. Thirdly, this 
framework explicitly integrates attachment style as a key individual difference variable that 
is associated with approach and avoidance motivations. Therefore, the application of Gable’s 
framework provides an integrative model to investigate the primary aim of this thesis, 
namely the extent to which motivational processes help to explain the associations between 
attachment style and subtle sexual coercion. The application of this framework also 
addresses the secondary aim of this thesis. The secondary aim is to develop assessments of 
subtle sexual coercion from both the victim/target and perpetrator perspectives with a strong 
theoretical underpinning. To date, the most commonly used measures to assess general 
motivations for sex have been derived through data-driven approaches. To this end, there 
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exists little theoretical understanding for the motivations assessed within these measures. 
The integration of Gable’s model as part of this thesis addresses this gap.  
4.4 Attachment and Approach-Avoidance Motivations as Explanatory Mechanisms for 
Subtle Sexual Coercion 
 To date, there exists little by way of research examining the role of motivations in 
explaining the association between attachment style and subtle or less severe forms of sexual 
coercion. A recent systematic review by Karantzas et al. (2016) identified a total of only four 
studies that investigated motivations as part of examining the associations between adult 
attachment and subtle sexual coercion. However, these studies used assessments of 
motivations that tapped into sexual behaviour in general and not the specific motivations for 
either being the victim/target or perpetrator of sexual coercion. Nevertheless, these studies 
do provide some insights into the links that may exist between attachment style, approach 
and avoidance motivations, and whether an individual is the victim/target and/or perpetrator 
of sexual coercion. These studies are briefly reviewed below. 
 The review conducted by Karantzas and colleagues (2016) suggests that attachment 
avoidance seems to be more consistently associated with being the perpetrator of subtle 
sexual coercion, while attachment anxiety appears to be more commonly associated with 
being the victim/target. However, Karantzas et al. highlight that the motivations surrounding 
sex appear to help explain instances in which these trends hold, but also in instances where 
the opposite is evidenced (i.e., attachment avoidance is associated with being the 
victim/target, and attachment anxiety is associated with perpetration of subtle sexual 
coercion). 
Four studies have found motives to play a role in the links between attachment 
avoidance and perpetration (Birnbaum et al., 2011; Davis et al., 2004; Schachner & Shaver, 
2004; Smallbone & Dadds, 2000, Smallbone & Dadds, 2001). Across three studies, 
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motivations around power and control (i.e., the need to gain control over one’s partner) were 
positively associated with attachment avoidance (Birnbaum et al., 2011; Davis et al., 2004; 
Schachner & Shaver, 2004). This motive clearly aligns with the characteristics and attitudes 
of individuals high in attachment avoidance who have an excessive need for self-reliance 
and need for personal control (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). This finding is important, as 
most studies investigating the links between attachment avoidance, motivations, and sexual 
behaviour generally, suggest that attachment avoidance is negatively associated with 
approach motivations (e.g., Gable & Impett, 2012). These findings therefore suggest that not 
all sexual behaviour may be underpinned by the same motivational processes when it comes 
to adult attachment. In situations such as those pertaining to sexual coercion, approach 
motives may play an important role in explaining avoidant individual’s perpetration against 
one’s romantic partner.  
In the few studies in which attachment avoidance has been found to be associated 
with being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion, it again appears that motives may be 
an important explanatory variable (Brassard et al., 2007; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & 
Peplau, 2002). That is, when particular motives are in play, individuals high in attachment 
avoidance may indeed be on the receiving end of a romantic partner’s coercive sexual 
behaviour. Specifically, avoidance motives associated with fulfilling relationship obligations 
to limit intimate and disclosing discussions about relationship issues were prominent across 
these studies (Brassard et al., 2007; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002). These 
findings are in line with studies investigating attachment avoidance and motivations related 
to sexual behaviour and relationship processes in general (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). 
However, these findings suggest that avoidance motives may be particularly important in 
understanding why it is that sometimes avoidant individuals are the target or victims of 
sexual coercion. The motives that appear to be implicated again speak to the characteristics 
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and attitudes of individuals high on attachment avoidance. That is, as a way to defend 
against emotional closeness and the need to address relationship issues – aspects of 
relationships deemed threatening – avoidant individuals may acquiesce to sex when 
pressured by one’s partner.   
In relation to attachment anxiety, motives have been found to mediate the association 
between this attachment dimension and being the target or victim of sexual coercion (Impett 
& Peplau, 2002; Tracy et al., 2003). In line with the motivational tendencies of anxiously 
attached individuals noted by Gable and Impett (2012), both approach and avoidance 
motivations appear to be associated with being the victim/target of sexual coercion. In 
particular, motives related to protecting against abandonment and loss of interest by one’s 
partner (avoidance motivations) were found to mediate the association between attachment 
anxiety and sexual coercion victimisation (Impett & Peplau, 2002; Tracy et al., 2003). 
Furthermore, Davis et al. (2004) found that attachment anxiety was also associated with 
motives pertaining to the desire to have needs for love and intimacy met. Thus, approach 
motivations may also figure in anxiously attached individuals being the victim/target of 
subtle sexual coercion. Therefore, anxious individuals’ sensitivity to rejection and fear of 
abandonment, as well as their desire for intimacy, means that approach and avoidance 
motivations may co-occur in situations of sexual coercion. Thus, these co-occurring 
motivations may make them particularly susceptible to being the victim/target of sexual 
coercion (Davis, 2006; Karantzas et al., 2016; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). 
There are however, three studies in which attachment anxiety has been found to be 
associated with the perpetration of sexual coercion (Brassard et al., 2007; Davis et al., 2004; 
Schachner & Shaver, 2004).  Across these studies, the perpetration of sexual coercion by 
anxiously attached individuals appears to again be associated with approach and avoidance 
motivations. Specifically, these motivations include manipulating the partner to protect 
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oneself against their angry or negative mood, to experience a sense of power or control, and 
to experience emotional closeness and validation (Davis et al., 2004; Schachner & Shaver, 
2004). Motives that are focused on manipulating the partner or experiencing one’s power are 
argued by Davis et al. (2004), to reflect adult analogues of coercive strategies used by 
anxiously attached children in having their attachment needs met. Drawing on the work of 
Crittenden (1992, 1997), Davis et al. (2004) note that one aspect of coercive behaviour in 
anxiously attached children includes coy or disarming behaviour. Specifically, Davis et al. 
(2004) contend that sexual coercion in adulthood may not only reflect coy and manipulative 
behaviours during sex to minimise partner disapproval or acrimony, but to also elicit 
validation, attention, and care from a sexual partner.  
As well as using sexual coercion to regulate aspects of the relationship such as 
proximity and emotional closeness, validation, a continued commitment to the relationship, 
or to maintain a degree of power or control, so too can motivations for sex reflect attempts to 
regulate one’s emotions (Davis et al., 2004; Dewitte, 2012; Schachner & Shaver, 2004). For 
individuals high in attachment anxiety, engaging in sex may be used to assuage chronic 
feelings of insecurity and worry (Impett et al., 2008; Schachner & Shaver, 2004). Thus, 
partner refusals may increase their sexual motivation because the refusal may further 
heighten the activation of their attachment system, and coupled with their hyperactivating 
strategies, significantly exacerbate feelings of distress, worry and insecurity (Davis, 2006). 
As a result of this compounding hyperactivation of the attachment system, anxiously 
attached individuals may experience an increase in the drive to engage in sex and thus affect 
their ability to recognise their partner’s cues of consent and non-consent resulting in an 
increased likelihood to engage in sexually coercive behaviour (Davis, 2006). In such 
instances, the highly motivated and aroused individual may be unwilling to forgo sex if their 
partner refuses, or misperceive refusals as being coy, which increases the likelihood of them 
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engaging in sexually coercive behaviour (Davis, 2006). Whilst this behaviour may seem 
functional to the perpetrator (as it meets the goals of both the attachment system and sexual 
system), persistent pressure to engage in sex may well reflect coercive behaviour if the 
relationship partner consents to sex after expressing an unwillingness in the first instance. 
According to Mikulincer and Shaver (2016), relationship difficulties are likely to arise over 
time when one partner is consistently urging and pressuring the other person to engage in sex 
to alleviate their own feelings of insecurity or self-doubt, motives that may be chronic in 
driving anxiously attached individual’s sexually coercive behaviour.  
Individuals high in attachment avoidance may also engage in sexual coercion 
perpetration as a way to regulate their emotions and avoid experiences of negative affect. 
Limited research has found attachment avoidance to be associated with engaging in sex for 
stress reduction and to limit the experience of negative affect (e.g., Davis et al., 2004; 
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). It is suggested that sex may not only mitigate against 
prolonged negative affect (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), but that avoidantly attached 
individuals may use sex as an indirect means to seek support and closeness to deal with 
negative emotions (Davis et al., 2004). Thus, sexual coercion by individuals high on 
attachment avoidance, may in some instances reflect persistent attempts to use sex as a 
means of regulating feelings of negative affect. 
Thus, the regulation of emotions through sexual behaviours that may be coercive 
again point to the important role that approach and avoidance motivations play for insecurely 
attached individuals. That is, sexual coercion may manifest as a function of approach 
motives around the experience of positive emotions, or avoidance motives that are geared 
towards distancing oneself from negative affect. 
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4.5 Research Aims 
While research investigating the role of attachment styles and motives in the 
experiences of subtle sexual coercion is limited, research to date points to the importance of 
further investigations into the role of motives. To date, research on motives has identified a 
variety of motivations that are associated with individual differences in attachment and with 
being the victim/target or perpetrator of sexual coercion (Brassard et al., 2007; Gentzler & 
Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002; Tracy et al., 2003). Nevertheless, the assessment of 
motivations within the context of sexual coercion (and sexual behaviour more generally) has 
suffered from two significant limitations.  
Firstly, assessment has been largely data driven. As a result, there has been little 
effort in applying a theoretical framework to both organise the diverse array of motives in a 
systematic manner as well as provide an understanding as to the functional nature of the 
motives that underpin sexual behaviour. The application of Gable’s (2006, 2012) approach-
avoidance motivations model to the study of sexual coercion represents a useful conceptual 
framework to help organise the range of motivations identified within the realm of sexual 
functioning and sexual coercion. As reviewed in Section 4.3, many of the motivations that 
have been identified can be easily categorised within Gable’s framework (see Gable & 
Impett, 2012). Research to date suggests that the diverse sexual motivations may well reflect 
motives to avoid relationship threats and to approach relationship rewards (Gable & Impett, 
2012). Therefore, the application of this motivational framework to the study of sexual 
coercion is likely to yield new and important insights regarding the function of motives for 
both victim/targets and perpetrators of sexual coercion. 
Secondly, no measure exists that specifically focuses on the motivations associated 
with being the victim/target or perpetrator of sexual coercion. As noted in Section 4.1, it is 
necessary that assessments are developed that tap into the specific motivations that underpin 
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being the victim/target or perpetrator of sexual coercion. To date, existing motivational 
measures include subscales that appear to conflate motives related to sexual coercion with 
motivations associated with non-coercive sexual behaviour. Therefore, it is important that 
measures specific to sexual coercion are developed to enhance the conceptual and 
measurement precision of motivations that reflect coercion within the sexual context. This 
can assist with identifying motives that are unique to behaviours that are indeed coercive as 
well as those motives that apply to both coercive and non-coercive sexual behaviour. 
The development of measures that specifically tap into motivations for sexual 
coercion as well as the application of Gable’s (2006, 2012) approach-avoidance motivational 
model can also advance understanding of the association between attachment style and 
experiences of sexual coercion. As noted by Karantzas et al. (2016), research on the 
associations between attachment style and subtle sexual coercion are mixed. While it appears 
that attachment avoidance may be more commonly associated with the perpetration of sexual 
coercion and anxiety with being the victim/target, motives appear to be central in explaining 
these trends as well as instances when the inverse is the case. Thus, the application of an 
approach-avoidance motivational framework will assist in understanding the role motives 
have in explaining these mixed findings. 
The results of this research may also have important clinical implications for 
therapists and clinicians that are working with individuals and couples dealing with sexual 
and relationship difficulties pertaining to sexual coercion. The new measure assessing 
approach and avoidance motivations for sexual coercion from both the victim/target and 
perpetrator perspectives can provide clinicians with a useful assessment tool to help them 
identify the motivations that clients endorse when experiencing subtle sexual coercion. This, 
in turn, can help clinicians work with clients in sessions to discuss the motivations identified 
and to find new ways other than sexually coercive acts to either approach the same 
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incentives and rewards, or avoid the same threats and punishments in their romantic 
relationships. Furthermore, the attachment theory focus of this thesis can provide a 
theoretical foundation that helps clinicians understand why it is that individuals either 
become the target/victim or perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. Attachment theory figures 
prominently as an underlying framework in emerging relationship therapeutic approaches, 
and is particularly central to Emotionally Focused Therapy (EFT; Johnson, 2009). Therefore, 
the findings of this research can inform EFT practitioners on how attachment processes play 
out regarding the dynamics pertaining to sexual coercion. This information can help with 
strategies undertaken within an EFT framework and assist with case conceptualisation of 
cases where sexual coercion is apparent. In doing so, therapists can tailor their therapy to 
help address the attachment needs of people who differ in their attachment styles. 
Therefore, the primary research aim of this thesis is to investigate whether approach-
avoidance motivations for engaging in subtle or less severe forms of sexual coercion mediate 
the association between attachment style and being the victim/target and perpetrator of 
sexual coercion. This aim will be addressed across Studies 1 to 3. Importantly, Study 3 
provides a dyadic perspective by investigating the role of approach-avoidance motivations in 
the experiences of sexual coercion within a large sample of couples. Study 3 addresses a 
series of limitations of past dyadic research outlined in Section 2.4.  To recap, there is little 
by way of dyadic research on the topic of sexual coercion, and of those studies that are 
dyadic in nature, they suffer from methodological limitations. Specifically, dyadic studies 
have either included small samples, conducted analyses that violate the assumptions of 
dyadic data, and have not included explanatory variables to unpack the reasons related to 
sexual coercion (e.g., Brousseau et al., 2011; O’Leary & Williams, 2006). Study 3 of this 
thesis, addresses all these limitations.   
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Whilst the primary aim of this thesis relates to the role of approach and avoidance 
motivations, there is currently no measure to adequately assess these motivations when it 
comes to being the victim/target or being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. Therefore, an 
important secondary aim of this thesis is to develop two measures of approach-avoidance 
motivations related to sexual coercion, one measure assessing motives for being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, and another to assess motives for the perpetration of sexual 
coercion. Studies 1 and 2 of this thesis address the secondary aim through the development 
and psychometric validation of two measures to assess approach and avoidance motivations 
for subtle sexual coercion. 
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Chapter 5 - Study 1 
 Chapter 5 provides the details of Study 1 that aimed to develop measures designed to 
assess the motivations pertaining to sexual coercion perpetration and to being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion. The development of these measures was grounded in 
Gable’s (2006, 2012) approach-avoidance motivational framework for close relationships. 
The chapter begins by providing a brief rationale for the study along with the study aims. 
This is followed by the reporting of the method and results. The final section of the chapter 
provides a discussion of the Study 1 findings.  
5.1 Introduction 
 There are a number of existing measures that assess the motivations underpinning 
people’s behaviours within sexual interactions (e.g., Hill & Preston, 1996; Cooper et al., 
1998). However, this research has focused on the general sexual behaviour of people, with 
no work to date explicitly assessing the motivations associated with the experiences of 
sexual coercion. Nevertheless, the literature reviewed in Section 4.4 suggests that the 
motivations associated with being the perpetrator or the victim/target of sexual coercion may 
be important in explaining the reasons behind the occurrence of sexual coercion (e.g., 
Birnbaum et al., 2011; Brassard et al., 2007; Davis et al., 2004; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; 
Impett & Peplau, 2002; Schachner & Shaver, 2004). Moreover, and related to the aims of the 
current thesis, these motivations may help to explain the association between individual 
differences in adult attachment and sexual coercion from both the perpetrator and 
victim/target perspectives (e.g., Karantzas et al., 2016). It is therefore important that 
measures designed to assess the motivations associated with sexual coercion be developed. 
 However, in deriving an assessment of these motives, it is necessary to draw on an 
orienting framework to help organise the diverse motives that may well explain sexual 
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coercion from both the perpetrator and victim/target perspectives. As it stands, work into 
sexual behaviour in general suggests a wide-ranging set of motives to play a role, from the 
need for self-validation to avoiding being manipulated (Davis et al., 2004; Schachner & 
Shaver, 2004). The challenge with identifying a wide array of motives is that it becomes 
difficult to synthesise these motives in a way that helps to understand the underlying 
function or purpose of these motives within the context of sex. To address this challenge, 
these various motives need to be organised within a coherent framework or structure to not 
only explain sexual behaviour in general, but also sexual coercion.  
Thus, two gaps in the assessment of motives related to sexual coercion exist in the 
literature that the current study aims to address. Firstly, no measures exist to assess the 
motives for being the perpetrator and victim/target of sexual coercion. Secondly, the 
development of any assessment needs to be couched within a broad conceptual framework to 
assist with both the generation of appropriate items to be included in a measure, and to guide 
a priori testing of the factor structure (i.e., construct validity) of such an assessment tool. 
Drawing on the literature reviewed in Section 4.3, an approach-avoidance motivational 
framework (Gable, 2006) is applied to the development and psychometric evaluation of two 
self-report measures for the motives related to sexual coercion. One measure was developed 
to assess motives from the victim/target perspective, while the alternate measure was 
developed to assess motives from the perspective of the perpetrator. 
 While an approach-avoidance motivational framework reflected the conceptual focus 
around the measurement of motives related to sexual coercion, the development of the two 
measures was also grounded in a systematic search of the literature. The systematic search 
was aimed at identifying candidate items from previously published measures related to 
general sexual motives, behaviours and cognitions associated with sex, as well as measures 
of relationship outcomes more broadly that incorporated an assessment of sexual 
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functioning. Details of this systematic search are provided in the following section. The 
selection of the final pool of items is reported in Sections 5.3.2 and 5.3.3. 
5.1.1 Building a Bank of Items to Assess Motives for Sexual Coercion 
A systematic search of the literature was conducted as a first step in assembling an 
item pool for inclusion in the development of measures to assess motives for the perpetration 
of sexual coercion and being the victim/target of sexual coercion. The systematic search was 
conducted by searching electronic databases such as Scopus, MEDLINE Complete, 
PsycARTICLES, PsycBOOKS, PsycEXTRA, Psychology and Behavioral Sciences 
Collection, PsycINFO and PsycTESTS (from 1920 to 28 April 2014). A variety of keywords 
were used to access existing measures and studies pertaining to a person’s sexual 
experiences, sexual motives, experiences of sexual coercion, and assessment/sentiment 
regarding romantic relationships with a focus on sex. In addition, specific names of authors 
that are known to conduct work in the area of sexual coercion, sexual functioning, romantic 
relationships and motivations were included in the search.  
Keywords used to search the titles, abstracts and full content of publications included 
“motives”, “sex”, “approach”, “avoid”, “attachment”, “relationship”, “coercion”, “coerce”, 
“unwanted”, “attachment”, “sexual attitudes” and “sexual desire”. The specific search terms 
included: Motiv* AND Sex*, Motiv* AND Sex* AND (Comply OR Compliance), Motiv* 
AND Sex* AND Attachment, Sex* AND Motiv* AND (Coercion OR Coerce), Attachment 
AND “Sexual Coerc*”AND Motiv*, Sex* AND Motiv* AND Victim*, Sex* AND Motiv* 
AND (Perpetration OR Perpetrator OR Perpetrate), "Unwanted Sex" OR "Sexual 
Coercion" AND Relationship, "Sexual Desire" AND Motiv*, “Sexual Attitude*” AND 
Motiv*, Sex* AND Motiv* AND Approach, and Sex* AND Motiv* AND (Avoidant OR 
Avoidance).  
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All titles and abstracts of the identified records were screened to determine whether 
they were suitable, and the shortlisted articles and measures were screened in full. Measures 
and articles were excluded if they were investigating the more severe forms of sexual 
coercion (e.g., sexual abuse, sexual harassment and rape). In addition to the above search 
strategy, search engines such as Google and GoogleScholar were used, and the reference 
lists of relevant articles were also searched to identify any missed articles and measures. The 
method sections of relevant articles were also examined to identify the methods used in 
previous research, to ensure that all existing measures were found, because not all existing 
measures are validated and published, as some measures are only created for the purposes of 
a single study.  
The search resulted in the identification of 27 published or publicly available (via the 
internet) measures related to attitudes, behaviours or motives associated with sexual 
functioning (see Table 5.1 for the full list of measures) totalling 1009 items. This item pool 
was then evaluated against three criteria to identify items suitable for inclusion in measures 
of approach and avoidance motivations for sexual coercion. These criteria entailed the extent 
to which: (1) the substantive content of the item could be classified as approach or avoidance 
in nature, and (2) items directly targeted the assessment of motives, or, the item could be 
modified to assess a motive that was either approach or avoidance in nature, and (3) the item 
related to the context of subtle sexual coercion or could be re-worded to apply to the context 
of subtle sexual coercion. 
The application of the first criterion resulted in the extraction of 555 items (i.e., an 
item that was either approach or avoidant in nature, as it related to sexual functioning in 
general) from the initial pool of 1009 items. The application of the second and third criterion 
further reduced the item pool down to 129 items. Finally, the item pool was examined for 
items that could be considered to be duplicates, with some measures having items that were 
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Table 5.1 
List of existing assessments pertaining to sexual experiences, sexual motives, experiences of sexual 
coercion, and romantic relationship sentiment with a focus on sex 
 
# Name of  
Measure 
Source Number 
of items 
Subscales/Categories Focus of 
measure 
Rating scale 
1 Motivations 
Against Sex 
Questionnaire 
(MASQ) 
Patrick, 
Maggs, 
Cooper, and 
Lee (2011) 
24 Intimacy, Enhancement, Coping, Values, 
Health, Not Ready 
Sexual 
motives 
5-point scale. 1 = 
not at all 
important to 5 = 
very important 
2 Multidimensional 
Sexual Approach 
Questionnaire 
(MSAQ) 
Snell (2011) 56 Romantic Approach to a Sexual 
Relationship, Game-Playing Approach to a 
Sexual Relationship, Friendship Approach 
to a Sexual Relationship, Practical 
Approach to a Sexual Relationship, 
Possessive Approach to a Sexual 
Relationship, Altruistic Approach to a 
Sexual Relationship, Communal-Caring 
Approach to a Sexual Relationship, and 
Exchange Approach to a Sexual 
Relationship 
Approach to 
sexual 
relations 
5-point scale. 
Each item is 
scored from +2 to 
– 2. Agree (+2), 
slightly agree 
(+1), neither agree 
nor disagree (0), 
slightly disagree  
(-1), disagree (-2) 
3 Tactics to Obtain 
Sex Scale 
Camilleri, 
Quinsey, and 
Tapscott 
(2009) 
36 (Before 
validation) 
Sexual Coercion Tactics and Sexual 
Coaxing Tactics 
Sexual 
coercion 
5-point scale, 0 = 
Definitely Not, 1 
= Unlikely, 2 = 
Maybe, 3 = 
Probably, 4 = 
Definitely 
 
4 Sexual Coercion 
in Intimate 
Relationships 
Scale 
Goetz and 
Shackelford 
(2011) 
34 Resource Manipulation/Violence, 
Commitment Manipulation, Defection 
Threat 
Sexual 
coercion 
6-point scale. 0 = 
Act did not occur, 
1 = Act occurred 1 
time, 2 = Act 
occurred 2 times, 
3 = Act occurred 3 
to 5 times, 4 = Act 
occurred 6 to 10 
times, 5 = Act 
occurred 11 or 
more times 
 
5 Adolescent Sexual 
Coercion Risk 
Scale 
Bramsen, 
Lasgaard, 
Elklit, and 
Koss (2011) 
17 Sexual boundaries, Risk behaviours Sexual risk-
taking 
6-point Likert-
type scale ranging 
from 1 (disagree 
strongly) to 6 
(agree strongly) 
6 Situation 
Questionnaire 
Muehlenhard 
and 
Hollabaugh 
(1988) 
26 Fear of Appearing Promiscuous, Nature of 
Relationship, Uncertainty About Partner’s 
Feelings, Fear of Sexually Transmitted 
Disease, Situational Problems, Emotional, 
Religious, Moral Concerns, Fear of 
Physical Discomfort, Self-
Consciousness/Embarrassment About 
Body, Game Playing, Anger with Partner, 
and Desire to Be the One in Control 
 
Reasons for 
sex 
7-point scale, 
ranging from (0) 
not at all 
important to (6) 
very important 
7 The Sexual 
Consent Scale–
Revised (SCS–R) 
Humphreys 
and 
Brousseau 
(2010) 
40 Positive Attitude Towards Establishing 
Consent, (Lack of) Perceived Behavioural 
Control, Relationship Length Norms, 
Assuming Consent, Indirect Behavioural 
Approach, Awareness of Consent 
Sexual 
consent 
7-point scale. 1 
(strongly 
disagree), 2 
(disagree), 3 
(somewhat 
disagree), 4 
(neither agree nor 
disagree) 5 
(somewhat agree), 
6 (agree), 7 
(strongly agree) 
 
8 Reasons for 
Consenting to 
Unwanted Sex 
Scale 
Humphreys 
and Kennett 
(2011) 
18 Unidimensional scale Reasons for 
unwanted sex 
0-8, 0 = not at all 
characteristic of 
me, 4 = somewhat 
characteristic of 
me, 8 = very 
characteristic of 
me 
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Table 5.1 continued. 
 
# Measure Source Number 
of items 
Subscales/Categories Focus of 
measure 
Rating scale 
9 The Sex Motives 
Scale (SMS) 
Cooper et al. 
(1998) 
29 Enhancement, intimacy, coping, self-
affirmation, partner approval, peer approval 
Sexual 
motives 
5-point scale, 1 
(almost 
never/never have 
sex for this reason, 
5 = almost 
always/always 
have sex for this 
reason) 
 
10 Sexual 
Experiences 
Survey - Long 
Form 
Victimization 
(SES-LFV) 
Koss et al. 
(2006) 
21 Non-victim, coercion, non-contact, contact, 
attempted rape, rape 
Unwanted 
sexual 
experiences 
How many times 
in the past 12 
months? = 0, 1, 2 
or 3+. How many 
times since age 
14? = 0, 1, 2 or 3+ 
 
11 The Sexual 
Experiences Long 
Form Perpetration 
(SES-LFP) 
Koss et al. 
(2006) 
20 Non-perpetrator, coercion, non-contact, 
contact, attempted rape, rape 
Sexual 
aggression/ 
coercion 
How many times 
in the past 12 
months? = 0, 1, 2 
or 3+. How many 
times since age 
14? = 0, 1, 2 or 3+ 
 
12 Sexual Opinion 
Survey 
Rise, Traeen, 
and Kraft 
(1993) 
21 Erotophilia, unconventional sex, 
erotophobia, homo-orientation 
Sexual 
attitudes 
7-point scale 
ranging from 1 
(strongly agree) to 
7 (strongly 
disagree) 
 
13 The Sexual 
Experiences 
Survey (SES) - 
Modified 
McDaniels-
Wilson and 
Belknap 
(2008) 
15 Legal coercion, illegal kiss/pet/fondle, 
illegal attempted penetration, illegal 
completed penetration 
Unwanted 
sexual 
experiences 
Yes or No. If yes, 
part A (number of 
times) = 0, 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5 or 6+. Part B 
(who was the 
abuser?), male(s), 
female(s), male(s) 
+ female(s) 
 
14 The Sexual 
Experiences 
Survey (Original) 
Koss and 
Gidycz 
(1985); Koss 
and Oros 
(1982) 
 
13 Dimensional view of sexual 
aggression/sexual victimization 
Sexual 
aggression/ 
victimisation 
Yes or No 
15 The Experience 
With Sexual 
Coercion Scale  
Forbes and 
Adams-
Curtis (2001) 
18 Single dimension of actual or threatened 
force 
Sexual 
aggression/ 
Coercion 
Yes or No 
16 The 
Multidimensional 
Sexuality 
Questionnaire 
(MSQ) 
Snell, Fisher, 
and Walters 
(1993) 
61 Sexual esteem, sexual pre-occupation, 
internal-sexual-control, sexual 
consciousness, sexual motivation, sexual 
anxiety, sexual assertiveness, sexual 
depression, external sexual control, sexual 
monitoring, fear of sex and sexual 
satisfaction 
Sexual 
Relationships 
A = Not at all 
characteristic of 
me, B = Slightly 
characteristic of 
me, C = 
Somewhat 
characteristic of 
me, D = 
Moderately 
characteristic of 
me, E = Very 
characteristic of 
me 
 
17 Measure of Sex 
Goals 
Impett et al. 
(2008) 
10 Approach goals for sex and avoidance goals 
for sex 
Sexual goals/ 
motives 
7-point scale, 1 
(not at all 
important) to 7 
(extremely 
important) 
 
18 Sexual 
Relationship Scale 
(SRS) 
Hughes and 
Snell (1990) 
24 The Exchange Approach to Sexual 
Relations and the Communal Approach to 
Sexual Relations 
Relationship 
orientation 
A = Not at all 
characteristic of 
me, B = Slightly 
characteristic of 
me, C = 
Somewhat 
characteristic of 
me, D = 
Moderately 
characteristic of 
me, E = Very 
characteristic of 
me 
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Table 5.1 continued. 
 
# Measure Source Number 
of items 
Subscales/Categories Focus of 
measure 
Rating scale 
19 Sexual 
Relationship 
Power Scale 
(SRPS) 
Pulerwitz, 
Gortmaker, 
and DeJong 
(2000) 
23 Relationship Control and Decision-making 
Dominance 
Sexual 
Relationships 
Relationship 
control subscale: 
4-point scale, 1 
(strongly agree), 2 
(agree), 3 
(disagree), 4 
(strongly 
disagree). 
Decision making 
subscale: 1 (your 
partner), 2 (both 
of you equally), 3 
(you) 
 
20 The Affective and 
Motivational 
Orientation 
Related to Erotic 
Arousal 
Questionnaire 
(AMORE) 
 
Hill & 
Preston 
(1996) 
62 Experiencing the Power of One’s Partner, 
Emotional Value for One’s Partner, Relief 
from Stress, Procreation, Enhancement of 
Power, Emotionally Valued by One’s 
Partner, Nurturance, Pleasure 
Sexual 
motives 
5-point scale (1= 
not at all true of 
me, 5= very true 
of me) 
21 Measurement of 
Motivations for 
Sex 
Davis et al. 
(2004) 
35 (new 
items 
developed 
for the 
current 
study) 
Emotional closeness, Physical pleasure, 
Enhance self-esteem, Nurture, Feel 
partner’s power, Reassurance, Protect, 
Stress reduction, Feel one’s own power, 
Manipulate, and Children 
Sexual 
motives 
5-point scale, 1 
(almost 
never/never have 
sex for this 
reason), 5 (almost 
always/always 
have sex for this 
reason) 
 
22 The Sexual 
Excitation/Sexual 
Inhibition 
Inventory for 
Women 
(SESII-W) 
Graham, 
Sanders, and 
Milhausen 
(2006) 
36 Sexual Excitation factors: Arousability, 
Sexual power dynamics, Partner 
characteristics, Setting (unusual or 
unconcealed). Sexual Inhibition factors: 
Relationship importance, Arousal 
contingency, Concerns about sexual 
function 
 
Sexual 
functioning 
4-point scale 
ranging from 1 
(strongly disagree) 
to 4 (strongly 
agree) 
23 Extensive 
Inventory of 
Sexual Motives 
Browning 
(2004) 
223 
(original 
set of 
items used 
in Study 2) 
21 types of sexual motives: Love, Pleasure, 
Peer conformity, partner conformity 
(pressured compliance and pleasing 
partner), recognition, self-affirmation (self 
enhancement/self-identity), stress-
reduction, procreation, financial, spiritual, 
experimentation/exploration, dominance, 
submission, rebellion, making amends, 
revenge, jealousy/appreciation induction, 
role fulfilment, possession, 
safety/protection 
 
Sexual 
motives 
11-point scale, 
ranging from 0% 
(never) to 100% 
(always), in 
increments of 10% 
24 Comprehensive 
Sexual Motives 
Inventory 
Catalogue 
(COSMIC) 
Browning 
(2004)  
72 18 subscales: Love, Partner Pleasing, 
Safety, Pleasure, Procreation, Pressured 
Compliance, Experimentation/exploration, 
recognition/self-affirmation, peer 
conformity, submission, making amends, 
spirituality, rebellion, stress reduction, role 
fulfilment, financial, revenge/jealousy, 
dominance/possession 
 
Sexual 
motives 
11-point scale, 
ranging from 0% 
(never) to 100% 
(always), in 
increments of 10% 
25 Sexual 
Relationship 
Measure 
Szielasko, 
Symons, and 
Price (2013) 
49 Secure sexual behaviour: positively-worded 
items, Secure sexual behaviour: negatively 
worded items, Ambivalent sexual 
behaviour: positively worded items, 
Ambivalent sexual behaviour: negatively 
worded items, Avoidant sexual behaviour: 
positively-worded items, Avoidant sexual 
behaviour: negatively worded items, Sexual 
aversion item 
 
Attachment 
informed 
sexual 
behaviour 
5-point scale, 1 
(strongly 
disagree), 2 
(moderately 
disagree), 3 
(neutral/neither), 4 
(moderately 
agree), 5 (strongly 
agree) 
26 Victim of Sexual 
Coercion Scale  
Mathes and 
McCoy 
(2011) 
13 Global level, or three subscales: verbal 
coercion, touch/exposure coercion, and 
illegal coercion 
Sexual 
coercion 
4-point scale, 1 
(No, definitely), 2 
(No), 3 (Yes), 4 
(Yes, definitely) 
 
27 Perpetrator of 
Sexual Coercion 
Scale 
Mathes and 
McCoy 
(2011) 
13 Global level, or three subscales: verbal 
coercion, touch/exposure coercion, and 
illegal coercion 
Sexual 
coercion 
4-point scale, 1 
(No, definitely), 2 
(No), 3 (Yes), 4 
(Yes, definitely) 
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similar in wording or substantive meaning to other items from existing measures. In these 
instances, only one version of the item was included. The item version chosen was deemed 
to most directly reflect either an approach or an avoidance motivation for subtle sexual 
coercion. Numerous duplicate items were identified across the 27 measures, and the removal 
of duplicates significantly reduced the total item pool to 75 items. Of these 75 items, 31 
items could be framed to reflect approach and avoidance motivations related to being both 
the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion and being the perpetrator of subtle sexual 
coercion. However, 18 items were unique to approach and avoidance motives associated 
with being the victim/target, and 26 items were unique to approach and avoidance motives 
related to perpetration.  
All 75 items were then coded by two independent coders for whether each item could 
be categorised as reflecting either an approach or an avoidance motivation relevant to sexual 
coercion from the victim/target and perpetrator perspectives. Coders demonstrated high 
inter-rater reliability (Cohen’s Kappa = .96). The final item set (N = 75 items) was then used 
to create the two pilot motive measures – one for being the victim/target of sexual coercion 
and one for being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. To this end, the initial victim/target 
measure included a total of 49 items, 24 items were classified as approach motivations, and 
25 items reflected avoidance motivations. In relation to sexual coercion perpetration, a total 
of 57 items were included in the initial pilot measure; 35 of these items entailed approach 
motivations, and 22 items reflected avoidance motivation items.  
Given that the final item pool included items derived from other self-report 
instruments, each with different item stems, the beginning of each item was modified to 
include the same stem. This ensured consistency across all items included as part of the 
victim/target measure and the perpetrator measure respectively. Specifically for the items 
included on the victim/target measure, the item stem for all items read “I consented to sex...” 
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In relation to the perpetrator measure, the item stem was reworded to read “I convinced my 
partner to…” The item stems included for both measures were chosen on both substantive 
and empirical grounds. 
From a substantive perspective, the conceptualisation of subtle sexual coercion is 
such that the victim/target of the sexual coercion ultimately consents to engaging in sex as a 
result of the application of pressure (by way of a sexually coercive tactic) by one’s partner 
(Karantzas et al., 2016; Muehlenhard et al., 2016). Therefore, the inclusion of the term 
“consent” for the victim/target measure authentically captures the consensual aspect of this 
form of coercion, while the term “convince” captures the persistent pressure used by the 
perpetrator. From an empirical standpoint, the inclusion of statements as part of the item 
stem such as “I was coerced…” carries with it much negative sentiment and would likely 
yield method effects regarding the wording of items.  
There exists a considerable amount of literature pertaining to response biasing as a 
function of items (or item stems) that are negatively worded (e.g., DiStefano & Motl, 2006; 
Lindwall et al., 2012). This response biasing can introduce methodological “noise” regarding 
the factor structure of self-report measures (e.g., Messick, 1991). Specifically, negatively 
worded items can yield cross loadings in which a given item not only loads on the relevant 
substantive factor, but also loads on a response bias factor. This issue brings about two 
problems: (1) the factor structure of the measure can be obscured when items encompass 
such method effects, and (2) an item’s contribution to a measure is attenuated, sometimes to 
the extent that it no longer makes a meaningful contribution to the measure (DiStefano & 
Motl, 2006; Lindwall et al., 2012; Messick, 1991).  
The wording of the item stem for the perpetration measure can also suffer from 
similar method effects if a term such as “coerced” is used. Such terms which are loaded with 
negative sentiment result in flooring effects (e.g., DiStefano & Motl, 2009). Thus, the item 
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stem was constructed to read “I convinced my partner to…” The use of the term “convinced” 
not only circumvents such methods effects, but is also appropriate to use given the 
conceptualisation of the perpetration of subtle or less severe forms of sexual coercion. To 
recap, the perpetration of subtle or less severe sexual coercion involves the application of 
physical or psychological pressure to manipulate or convince a romantic partner to engage in 
sex when they initially did not have the inclination to do so (Katz & Tirone, 2010; Impett & 
Peplau, 2003; Karantzas et al., 2016). Thus, the use of the term “convince” is central to the 
perpetration of sexual coercion. 
5.1.2 Aims and Hypotheses 
The aim of this study was to develop and psychometrically validate two new 
measures related to the motivations associated with the subtle or less severe forms of sexual 
coercion. Drawing on approach-avoidance motivational theory (Gable, 2006), the first 
measure was designed to assess the approach and avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, while the second measure was developed to assess approach 
and avoidance motivations for sexual coercion perpetration. Given the psychometric nature 
of this study, a number of the derived hypotheses centred around construct validity (i.e., the 
factor structure of the two new measures) and criterion-related validity—specifically 
concurrent validity.  
In relation to concurrent validity, given that the primary aim of this thesis was to 
investigate the mediating role of approach and avoidance motivations in the association 
between attachment style and being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion, it 
was important from a validity standpoint to establish the empirical associations between 
attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance and the approach and avoidance motivation 
subscales of the newly developed measures. 
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It was also important that concurrent validity assessments focus on how motivations 
for sexual coercion are associated with various facets of sexual functioning and mating 
strategies, given that past research has implicated sexual motivations in general with sexual 
strategies, the operation of the sexual behavioural system, and sexual coercion (see Sections 
2.5, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 4.1 and 4.4 for a review). To this end, drawing on theoretical assumptions 
as well as the direct and indirect empirical evidence reviewed across Sections 2.5, 3.5, 3.6, 
3.7, 4.1 and 4.4, hypotheses were generated regarding the associations between approach and 
avoidance motivations and short-term and long-term mating strategies (e.g., Buss & Schmitt, 
1993; Gillath & Schachner, 2006; Kenrick & Shiota, 2008; Li & Kenrick, 2006), the sub 
goals of the sexual behavioural system (e.g., Buss, 1999; Gillath & Schachner, 2006) as well 
as the actual experience of either being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion 
(e.g., Davis et al., 2004; Karantzas et al., 2016; Mathes & McCoy, 2011). Furthermore, the 
assessment of concurrent validity included examining the empirical associations between 
approach and avoidance motivations and relationship quality in order to determine the extent 
that motivations around subtle sexual coercion are related to contemporaneous appraisals of 
romantic relationships. This is especially important to establish given that the act of sexual 
coercion has been found to be associated (often negatively) with relationship quality (e.g., 
Collibee & Furman, 2014; Katz & Myhr, 2008). Thus, it may well be that the motivations 
surrounding subtle sexual coercion, may well be of importance to assessments of 
relationship quality as approach and avoidance motives about sex appear to be tied just as 
much to relational outcomes (Collibee & Furman, 2014; Gable, 2006; Katz, Kuffel & 
Brown, 2006), than purely to sexual outcomes.  
In light of the fact that the factor structure of the two new measures was yet to be 
determined, no hypotheses around specific motives can be made. However, given that on an 
a priori basis items can be broadly classified as approach and avoidance items, hypotheses 
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could be derived on the basis of broad factors pertaining to approach and avoidance 
motivations, and how they may be associated with attachment and sexual coercion.  
In relation to the construct validity, while it was unclear as to the number of first 
order factors that would emerge for both the victim/target and perpetration measures, it was 
hypothesised that:  
(1) both measures would yield a higher-order structure comprising of two higher-
order factors pertaining to global approach motivations and global avoidance motivations.  
In relation to the concurrent validity of the victim/target and perpetration measures 
(using higher order approach and avoidance motives as dependent [outcome] variables), it 
was hypothesised that:  
(2a) attachment anxiety would be positively associated with both approach and 
avoidance motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
(2b) attachment avoidance would be positively associated with avoidance 
motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
(2c) short-term mating strategies would be positively associated with both approach 
and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
(2d) long-term mating strategies would be positively associated with both approach 
and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion, but not the 
perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
In using the global approach and avoidance motivations of the victim/target and 
perpetrator measure as independent (predictor) variables, it was hypothesised that:  
(3a) approach motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual 
coercion would be positively associated with relationship quality, whereas avoidance 
motivations would be negatively associated with relationship quality.  
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(3b) approach and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of sexual 
coercion would both be positively associated with previous experiences of being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, and approach and avoidance motivations for being the 
perpetrator of sexual coercion would both be positively associated with previous experiences 
of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
In relation to the sub goals of the functioning of the sexual behavioural system, it was 
hypothesised that: 
(3c) approach motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual 
coercion would be positively associated with engaging in sex to initiate a relationship, 
maintain the bond, and for sexual pleasure and motivation, but negatively associated with 
negative reactions associated with sex.  
 (3d) avoidance motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual 
coercion would be negatively associated with engaging in sex to initiate a relationship, to 
maintain the bond in the relationship, and for sexual pleasure and motivation, but positively 
associated with negative reactions associated with sex.  
 Finally, a key aim of this thesis was to determine the extent to which approach and 
avoidance motivations related to being the perpetrator and victim/target of sexual coercion 
mediate the association between individual differences in adult attachment (i.e., varying 
levels of attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance) and previous experiences of sexual 
coercion. The justification for this research aim is discussed extensively in Sections 1.1 and 
4.4. Therefore, to address this aim it was hypothesised that:  
(4a) both approach and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of sexual 
coercion would both mediate the association between attachment anxiety and previous 
experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion. Specifically, attachment anxiety 
and attachment avoidance would be positively associated with approach and avoidance 
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motivations, and in turn, approach and avoidance motivations would be positively associated 
with experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion.  
(4b) both approach and avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of sexual 
coercion would both mediate the association between attachment anxiety and attachment 
avoidance and experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. Specifically, 
attachment anxiety and avoidance would be positively associated with approach and 
avoidance motivations, and in turn, approach and avoidance motivations would be positively 
associated with previous experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
5.2 Method 
5.2.1 Participants 
5.2.1.1 Sample 1: Victim/Target of Sexual Coercion.  The first sample consisted of 
704 adults (M age = 25.68 years, SD = 6.83, 217 men, 479 women, 7 other, 1 non-specified) 
who completed the 49-item measure of approach and avoidance motivations related to being 
the victim/target of sexual coercion. The majority (87%) of the sample was recruited from 
Western industrialised countries with strong Anglo-American and Anglo-Saxon 
backgrounds (United States [51.3%], Australia and New Zealand [14.9%], Canada [12.1%] 
and the United Kingdom [8.7%]), while 13% reflected a mix of Western European (6.9%), 
Scandinavian (2.5%), Indo-Asian (2.1%), South American (1.1%), and South African (.4%) 
backgrounds. The majority (83.1%) of participants were currently in a relationship at the 
time of completing the survey (some participants that indicated ‘casually dating’ for 
relationship status may be included in this percentage due to ambiguity in what ‘casually 
dating’ means), and 16.9% of participants weren’t currently in a relationship, but they had 
been in a romantic relationship in the past. The average length for either a present or past 
relationship was 3.32 years (SD = 3.95 years). Participants reflected a wide array of 
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relationship status categories, these included: single (11.1%), casually dating (7.0%), steady 
dating (40.1%), cohabiting (21.0%), engaged (6.7%), married (13.5%), and divorced (.7%). 
In terms of sexual orientation, 74.7% of participants identified as straight, 1.3% of 
participants identified as gay or lesbian, 19.3% of participants identified as bisexual, and 
4.7% of participants said “other” in defining their sexual orientation. In terms of relationship 
type, 97.3% of participants said that their current or most recent romantic relationship is/was 
a heterosexual relationship, 2.4% said it is/was a same-sex relationship, and .3% did not 
specify their relationship type. All participants had previously engaged in sexual intercourse.  
 
5.2.1.2 Sample 2: Perpetration of Sexual Coercion.  The second sample consisted 
of 760 adults (M age = 25.76 years, SD = 6.73, 245 men, 503 women, 10 other, 2 non-
specified) who completed a 57-item measure investigating approach and avoidance 
motivations for perpetrating sexual coercion. Much like sample 1, the majority (84.3%) of 
the sample was recruited from Western industrialised countries with strong Anglo-American 
and Anglo-Saxon backgrounds (United States [46.3%], Australia and New Zealand [19.6%], 
United Kingdom [10.5%] and Canada [7.9%]), while 15.7% reflected a mix of Western 
European (9.3%), Scandinavian (2.2%), Indo-Asian (2.1%), South American (1.6%), and 
South African (.5%) backgrounds. The average relationship length either present or past was 
3.56 years (SD = 4.83 years). The majority (82.4%) of participants in sample 2 were 
currently in a relationship at the time of completing the survey, and 17.6% of participants 
were not currently in a relationship, but they had been in a romantic relationship in the past. 
The relationship status of participants again varied and included those who were single 
(12.9%), casually dating (7.2%), steady dating (39.6%), cohabiting (19.3%), engaged 
(5.5%), married (15.0%) and divorced (.4%). In terms of sexual orientation, 76.4% of 
participants identified as straight, 2.8% of participants identified as gay or lesbian, 17.5% of 
participants identified as bisexual, and 3.3% of participants said “other” in identifying their 
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sexual orientation. In terms of relationship type, 95.3% of participants said that their current 
or most recent romantic relationship was/is a heterosexual relationship, 3.4% said it is/was a 
same-sex relationship, and 1.3% said other. All participants had previously engaged in 
sexual intercourse.  
5.2.2 Materials  
Participants were administered an anonymous online survey that included various 
sections including questionnaires pertaining to demographic information, the victim/target or 
perpetrator version of the newly developed Sexual Coercion Approach-Avoidance 
Motivations Questionnaire (SCAAM-Q), and a series of measures related to sexual and 
relationship functioning, sexual coercion, attachment style, and mating strategies. These 
additional measures were included to establish concurrent validity and to test the 
hypothesised mediation between attachment, motivations for sexual coercion and the 
experience of sexual coercion. These various measures are described below. 
Participants from both samples were administered a demographics questionnaire (see 
Appendix A) that included questions regarding age, gender, birth country, post (zip) code, if 
they have ever experienced a romantic relationship, current relationship status, length of 
current or most recent romantic relationship, and sexual orientation.  
Participants in sample one completed the victim/target version of the newly 
developed SCAAM-Q. The victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q consisted of 49 items 
(see Table 5.2 for full list of items). Given that the determination of the psychometric 
properties of this new measure was an aim of the current study, the construct and criterion-
related validity, and associated scale reliabilities are reported in Sections 5.3.4 and 5.3.5. 
However, it is assumed that the item set can at the very least be parsed out into two broad 
factors – approach motivations (24 items, e.g., “I consented to sex to make emotional 
connections with my partner”) and avoidance motivations (25 items, e.g., “I consented to sex 
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because I was afraid my partner would leave me if I didn’t have sex with them”). As part of 
the scale instructions, participants are asked to “Please rate the extent to which each 
statement is characteristic when consenting to sex with your partner”. Items are rated on a 7-
point scale ranging from 1 (very uncharacteristic of me) to 7 (very characteristic of me). 
Higher scores reflect greater endorsement of approach and avoidance motivations 
respectively, when being the victim/target of subtle or less severe sexual coercion. 
Participants in sample two completed the perpetration version of the newly 
developed SCAAM-Q. The perpetration version consisted of 57 items (see Table 5.3 for full 
list of items). Like the victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q, the item set is presumed to 
reflect two broad factors – approach motivations (35 items, e.g., “I convinced my partner to 
have sex with me to prove my power in the relationship”) and avoidance motivations (22 
items, e.g., “I convinced my partner to have sex with me to postpone a conversation about 
where our relationship is heading”). As part of the scale instructions, participants are asked 
to “Please rate the extent to which each statement is characteristic when initiating sex with 
your partner”. Items were again rated on the same 7-point scale used in the victim/target 
version of the SCAAM-Q, ranging from 1 (very uncharacteristic of me) to 7 (very 
characteristic of me). 
All participants (samples 1 and 2) also completed the Perceived Relationship Quality 
Components Inventory (PRQC; Fletcher, Simpson, & Thomas, 2000). The PRQC is a 
measurement of relationship quality, and consists of 18 items rated on a 7-point scale 
ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely). The PRQC consists of six subscales: relationship 
satisfaction (i.e., how satisfied the individual is with their relationship), commitment (i.e., 
how committed they are to the relationship), intimacy (i.e., how intimate they perceive their 
relationship to be), trust (i.e., how much they trust their partner), passion (i.e., how 
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passionate they perceive their relationship to be), and love (i.e., how much they love their 
partner). All subscales can be summed to create a total score of relationship quality, with 
higher scores indicative of higher relationship quality.  
Participants in both samples also completed the Sexual Behavioural System Sub 
Goals measure (SBSSG; Birnbaum & Gillath, 2006). This measure is a self-report measure 
consisting of 18 items. The items are rated on a 9-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all 
characteristic) to 9 (very characteristic). The SBSSG consists of four subscales related to 
people’s beliefs and goals regarding sex and sexual engagement: relationship initiation, 
negative reactions, maintaining the bond, and sexual pleasure and motivation. The first 
subscale of ‘relationship initiation’ is about the belief that engaging in sex is a way to initiate 
a relationship (Birnbaum & Gillath, 2006). The second subscale of ‘negative reactions’ is 
about people’s feelings of frustration and boredom during sex, as well as difficulties in 
experiencing sexual pleasure. The third subscale of ‘maintaining the bond’ is about people’s 
beliefs that sex is important for relationship maintenance. The fourth and final subscale of 
‘sexual pleasure and motivation’ is about people’s beliefs that sex is a source of enjoyment 
and pleasure, and that sex is a strong motivator in romantic relationships (Birnbaum & 
Gillath, 2006). Higher scores on each subscale reflect greater endorsement of a particular sub 
goal related to sex. 
The Sexual Relationships Questionnaire (SRS; Gillath & Schachner, 2006) was also 
completed by participants from both samples. This is a questionnaire consisting of 12 items 
and is rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree 
strongly). This measure assesses people's endorsement of short-term versus long-term 
mating strategies. The SRS consists of two subscales: short-term strategies and long-term 
strategies. Higher scores on each subscale reflect a greater endorsement of short and long-
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term mating strategies. 
Attachment style for all participants (samples 1 and 2) was measured using the 
Experiences in Close Relationship Scale Short Form (ECR-S; Wei et al., 2007). The measure 
consists of 12 items (6 items per attachment dimension; anxiety and avoidance). All items 
are rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
Higher scores on each dimension reflect higher attachment anxiety and avoidance 
respectively. 
Participants also completed the Perpetrator of Sexual Coercion and Victim of Sexual 
Coercion Scales (Mathes & McCoy, 2011). These two questionnaires both consist of 13 
items, where one scale pertains to experiences of being the victim of sexual coercion (13 
items), and the other scale pertains to experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion 
(13 items). Participants in sample 1 only completed the scale that assessed their experiences 
of being the victim of sexual coercion, while participants in sample 2 only completed the 
scale that assessed their experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. For the 
present study, two items on each scale were removed as directed by the Deakin University 
Human Research Ethics Committee (DUHREC) as part of the ethics approval process for 
this study. Specifically, DUHREC posited that endorsement of two items in question may 
tap into sexual coercion that verges on criminal activity rather than the subtle or less severe 
forms of sexual coercion investigated within the study. The two items that were removed 
were: “Have you ever (coerced someone/had someone coerce you) into engaging in sexual 
activities by stroking (his or her/your) genitals?” and “Have you ever (coerced someone/had 
someone coerce you) into engaging in sexual activities by threatening to hurt the 
(person/you)?” The items on both scales are rated on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (No, 
definitely) to 4 (Yes, definitely). Higher scores on each scale reflect greater sexual coercion 
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victimisation and perpetration respectively. 
5.2.3 Procedure 
Approval to conduct the research was obtained from the Deakin University Human 
Research Ethics Committee (DUHREC: 2014-179 [Appendix B]). An advertisement 
(Appendix C) to collect participants for sample one was posted online to Facebook and other 
social media websites such as Reddit, where potential participants were invited to click on a 
link that took them to the URL address of the study to view the Plain Language Statement 
(Appendix D). Specifically, a link to the PLS and survey was posted to the researcher’s 
Facebook page, as well as various other Facebook groups related to Deakin University and 
psychology research in general. These groups included: Psychology Research Participation, 
Deakin University Higher Degrees by Research, Social Science Research Group, and Deakin 
Psychology. An advertisement inviting participants to participate in the study was also 
posted on Reddit to the r/SampleSize, r/sex, r/relationships, and r/misc subreddits.  
After reading the Plain Language Statement, interested participants completed the 
anonymous online survey. The online study took approximately 40 minutes to complete, and 
submission of data implied consent due to the anonymous nature of the study. Participant 
recruitment and data collection was firstly carried out for sample one using the approach 
outlined above. This same approach was implemented for the recruitment and data collection 
pertaining to sample two. The only difference between the sample one and two methods was 
that the URL links to the surveys differed for the two samples, as one survey included 
questionnaires pertaining to being the victim/target of sexual coercion (sample one), while 
the other survey included questionnaires related to the perpetration of sexual coercion 
(sample two). At the end of the two versions of the survey, participants were presented with 
a thank-you page that also included a short debrief about the study (Appendix E). 
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5.2.4 Data Analysis 
The data analysis involved a series of stages. In the first and second stage, the 
construct validity of both versions (victim/target and perpetrator) of the SCAAM-Q was 
assessed. The first stage entailed conducting an unrestricted Exploratory Factor Analysis 
(EFA) of each measure to identify the specific approach and avoidance motivation factors 
that constituted each measure. Furthermore, the EFA facilitated the identification of items 
that demonstrated good item discrimination (moderate to high loadings on a given factor and 
zero to low cross loadings on other factors) and poor item discrimination (items with either 
weak loadings and/or commensurate loadings across factors). The three items with the best 
item discrimination properties for a given factor were then selected and subjected to a series 
of Confirmatory Factor Analyses.  
The selection of only three items per factor was based on substantive and empirical 
grounds. Ultimately, the objective was to create two versions of the SCAAM-Q that should 
consist of enough items to capture the breadth of motivations associated with sexual 
coercion, while also being careful to not make the measures too long so that they would be a 
burden on participants. Given that increasing research into sexual coercion is investigating 
the phenomenon from both victim/target and perpetrator perspectives, it is likely that future 
research will administer both versions of the measures to participants. Therefore, 
significantly reducing the scale length, while maintaining the empirical and substantive 
fidelity of each measure, is an important aspect of the development and refinement of the 
versions of the SCAAM-Q.  
In the second stage, the construct validity of the reduced item sets for both versions 
of the SCAAM-Q was assessed by conducting a series of Confirmatory Factor Analyses 
(CFA) with Maximum Likelihood Estimation (2ML). Specifically, two alternative factor 
 89 
structures were modelled for the approach and avoidance items respectively for each version 
of the measure. One model tested a first order factor structure comprising of specific 
approach motivations or avoidance motivations respectively, while the second model tested 
a higher order model, such that the first order factors were modelled to load onto higher 
order factors of global approach or avoidance motivations. Thus, in total, four CFA models 
were tested (one higher order model and one first order model for each set of approach and 
avoidance items pertaining to both versions of the measure). Each model was evaluated in 
line with the guidelines proposed by Hu and Bentler (1999) for the assessment of model fit. 
Thus, in addition to evaluating the chi-square value of the model (2ML), each model is 
evaluated against a suite of incremental and absolute fit indices.  
Incremental fit indices represent the extent to which the hypothesised factor structure 
(i.e., termed the implied model [Byrne, 2016; Kline, 2015]) is incrementally better in fit 
relative to the null model (i.e., termed the independence model, in which it is assumed that 
the items comprising the measure are unrelated to one another, and thus bear no relationship 
to any latent variables or factors). Incremental fit indices are thus represented as a proportion 
ranging between 0 and 1. The higher the proportion, the better the fit of the hypothesised 
model compared to the null model. Absolute fit indices represent the degree of misfit or 
residual associated with the model (Kline, 2015). While these indices are also represented as 
proportions scaled between 0 and 1, values close to zero are indicative of a good fitting 
model (i.e., minimal residual or misfit). According to Hu and Bentler (1999) models with a 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) ≥ .95 (measures of incremental 
fit), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .05, and Standardised Root 
Mean Residual (SRMR) ≤ .06 (measures of absolute fit) are indicative of very good fitting 
models.  
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In order to compare the fit of the first order models with the higher order models for 
each version of the measure, chi-square difference (2) tests of model fit were conducted. 
These tests were important in determining the best fitting structure for each measure. If a 
statistically significant chi-square difference is detected, then the model with the lower chi-
square value is assumed to be the better fitting model.  However, testing for differences in 
model fit alone does not unequivocally provide evidence regarding the empirical 
contribution that higher order factors make to explaining variance in a given measure. 
Therefore, Schmid-Leiman Transformations (Schmid & Leiman, 1957; Wolff & Preising, 
2005) were also performed on the higher order models to determine the relative contribution 
of the higher order and lower order factors in explaining the variance accounted for within 
each version of the SCAAM-Q. Simply put, a Schmid–Leiman transformation decomposes 
the pattern associations that exist as part of oblique (i.e., correlated factor structures) into 
independent sources of variance: (1) variance shared between the higher-order factor and 
items; and (2) variance shared between the first-order factors and respective items (Gignac, 
2007). 
Stage three, involved assessing the criterion-related validity of the measures, 
specifically, the concurrent validity. This was done by running a series of hierarchical 
regressions in which the approach and avoidance motivation factors comprising each version 
of SCAAM-Q were entered as either outcome variables to determine the extent to which 
motives for sexual coercion are associated with individual differences including, attachment 
style, mating strategies, age and gender, or as predictor variables to determine their relative 
contribution to aspects of sexual and relationship functioning and sexual coercion. While 
criterion-validity is often assessed by way of bivariate correlations (e.g., Bryant, King, & 
Smart, 2007; Zumbo & Chan, 2014), multiple regression was the preferred analytic approach 
as it is able to account for the shared variance between independent variables while 
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estimating the association between a given predictor and outcome variable (e.g., Cohen, 
Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). To this end, taking a multiple regression approach provided 
more conservative and non-biased estimates of the associations between the factors of the 
two versions of the SCAAM-Q and the other variables of interest. 
In the fourth and final stage of data analysis, tests of specific indirect effects were 
conducted to determine the extent to which approach and avoidance motivations mediated 
the association between attachment anxiety and avoidance and being either the victim/target 
or perpetrator of sexual coercion. In line with the recommendations of Preacher and Hayes 
(2008), the two samples were bootstrapped to 1000 replications and the 95% bias corrected 
confidence intervals were estimated. Confidence intervals that do not include zero are 
suggestive of the presence of mediation.  
5.3 Results 
5.3.1 Treatment of Missing Data and Assumptions of Normality (Item Level) for 
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
In sample 1, missing data analysis revealed a total of 16 cases that had more than 
10% missing data and were thus deleted from the analysis. In sample 2, missing data 
analysis revealed a total of 18 cases that had more than 10% missing data and were thus 
deleted from the analysis. Of the remaining cases, missing value analysis revealed that no 
single item had more than 2% missing data; therefore expectation maximisation was an 
appropriate method to use to replace missing values (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). The data 
(sample 1 and 2) revealed no univariate or multivariate outliers (zresiduals < ± 2.58, p > .05; 
Mahalanobis Distance = 368.02, p > .05). Table 5.2 shows the descriptive statistics for each 
of the 49 pilot items in the victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q, and Table 5.3 shows the 
descriptive statistics for each of the 57 pilot items in the perpetrator version.
 92 
Table 5.2 
Descriptive Statistics for the Victim/Target Pilot Items 
Variables 
 
M 
 
SD 
 
Range 
 
Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic SE Statistic SE 
1. I consented to sex because my partner hinted that if I loved them 
I would have sex with him/her. 
 
 
1.36 1.00 1-7 3.23 .09 10.61 .18 
2. I consented to sex because my partner verbally pressured me. 
 
 
1.40 1.12 1-7 3.23 .09 10.38 .18 
3. I consented to sex because my partner begged me until I could 
not argue anymore. 
 
 
1.45 1.14 1-7 3.02 .09 9.13 .18 
4. I consented to sex because my partner physically would not let 
me leave until we had sex. 
 
 
1.18 0.77 1-7 3.01 .09 8.23 .18 
5. I consented to sex with my partner because I wanted to prevent 
my partner from losing interest in our relationship. 
 
 
1.84 1.44 1-7 1.83 .09 2.60 .18 
6. I consented to unwanted sex because I felt that I would be 
jeopardizing our relationship if I did not engage in the unwanted 
sexual activity. 
 
 
1.63 1.34 1-7 2.25 .09 4.26 .18 
7. I consented to unwanted sex because I didn’t want to hurt my 
partner’s feelings. 
 
 
2.05 1.63 1-7 1.48 .09 1.11 .18 
8. I consented to sex with my partner because I feared that I would 
lose my partner if I did not consent to the unwanted sexual activity. 
 
 
1.54 1.25 1-7 2.64 .09 6.46 .18 
9. I consented to sex with my partner because I wanted to avoid 
tension in our relationship. 
 
 
2.02 1.55 1-7 1.64 .09 1.96 .18 
10. I consented to sex because I didn’t want my partner to feel 
rejected. 
 
 
2.54 1.70 1-7 0.87 .09 -0.27 .18 
11. I consented to sex with my partner because it helps me cope 
better when I am upset. 
 
 
2.79 1.89 1-7 0.65 .09 -0.84 .18 
12. I consented to sex with my partner because it helps me deal 
with disappointment. 
 
 
2.29 1.73 1-7 1.15 .09 0.15 .18 
13. I consented to sex with my partner because it helps me feel 
better when I’m feeling lonely. 
 
 
3.05 2.02 1-7 0.51 .09 -1.06 .18 
14. I consented to sex with my partner because it helps me feel 
better when I’m feeling low. 
 
 
3.27 2.07 1-7 0.39 .09 -1.19 .18 
15. I consented to sex because I was afraid my partner would leave 
me if I didn’t have sex with them. 
 
 
1.52 1.24 1-7 2.77 .09 7.24 .18 
16. I consented to sex because my partner threatened to leave me if 
I didn’t have sex with them. 
 
 
1.12 0.65 1-7 3.19 .09 7.94 .18 
17. I consented to sex because my partner reminded me of gifts or 
other benefits they gave me so that I would feel obligated to have 
sex with them. 
 
 
1.16 0.67 1-7 2.78 .09 7.36 .18 
18. I consented to sex because my partner threatened to pursue a 
long-term relationship with another person if I did not have sex 
with them. 
 
 
1.11 0.59 1-7 3.14 .09 7.45 .18 
19. I consented to sex because I was worried that my partner 
wouldn’t love me if I didn’t have sex with them. 
 
 
1.45 1.17 1-7 2.97 .09 8.58 .18 
20. I consented to sex because my partner would get angry if I 
didn’t have sex with him/her. 
 
 
1.40 1.08 1-7 3.15 .09 9.90 .18 
21. I consented to sex with my partner because I was worried that 
my partner wouldn’t want me if I didn’t have sex with them. 
 
 
1.61 1.32 1-7 2.44 .09 5.39 .18 
22. I consented to sex with my partner because I felt overwhelmed 
by my partners’ continual arguments and pressure. 
 
 
1.40 1.14 1-7 3.18 .09 9.71 .18 
23. I consented to sex with my partner because they were so 
sexually aroused that I didn’t want to stop them. 
 
 
2.59 1.87 1-7 0.88 .09 -0.51 .18 
 
 93 
Table 5.2 continued.  
 
 
 
Variables 
 
M 
 
SD 
 
Range 
 
Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic SE Statistic SE 
24. I consented to sex because my partner hinted that I was 
cheating on them. 
 
 
1.14 0.68 1-7 3.06 .09 7.55 .18 
25. I consented to sex because my partner withheld benefits that I 
depend on to get me to have sex with them. 
 
 
1.10 0.56 1-7 3.23 .09 8.16 .18 
26. I consented to sex because I felt it was necessary to satisfy my 
partner’s needs. 
 
 
3.45 2.05 1-7 0.28 .09 -1.21 .18 
27. I consented to sex with my partner to promote intimacy in the 
relationship. 
 
5.05 1.90 1-7 -0.76 .09 -0.52 .18 
28. I consented to sex because I wanted to feel accepted by my 
partner. 
 
3.21 2.05 1-7 0.39 .09 -1.18 .18 
29. I consented to sex with my partner to cheer myself up. 
 
3.67 2.09 1-7 0.10 .09 -1.32 .18 
30. I consented to sex with my partner for the thrill of it. 
 
5.48 1.85 1-7 -1.19 .09 0.39 .18 
31. I consented to sex with my partner to satisfy my sexual needs. 
 
6.38 1.26 1-7 -2.62 .09 7.08 .18 
32. I consented to sex to satisfy my partner’s needs. 
 
5.97 1.31 1-7 -1.37 .09 1.60 .18 
33. I consented to sex to be more intimate with my partner. 
 
6.23 1.21 1-7 -2.03 .09 4.54 .18 
34. I consented to sex to express love to my partner. 
 
6.40 1.15 1-7 -2.49 .09 6.68 .18 
35. I consented to sex to make emotional connections with my 
partner. 
 
6.28 1.21 1-7 -2.13 .09 4.80 .18 
36. I consented to sex to feel closer to my partner. 
 
6.32 1.21 1-7 -2.35 .09 5.96 .18 
37. I consented to sex with my partner to feel more self-confident. 
 
4.79 1.99 1-7 -0.56 .09 -0.83 .18 
38. I consented to sex with my partner to prove my attractiveness. 
 
3.78 2.08 1-7 0.14 .09 -1.23 .18 
39. I consented to sex with my partner to feel better about myself. 
 
 
3.79 2.11 1-7 0.12 .09 -1.32 .18 
40. I consented to sex with my partner because it feels good. 
 
 
6.71 0.76 1-7 -2.18 .09 7.27 .18 
41. I consented to sex with my partner for the excitement of it. 
 
 
6.04 1.39 1-7 -1.76 .09 2.95 .18 
42. I consented to sex because my partner said sweet things to me 
to try to get me to have sex with them. 
 
 
3.36 1.95 1-7 0.27 .09 -1.11 .18 
43. I consented to sex because my partner offered to buy me 
something if I agreed to have sex with them. 
 
 
1.21 0.72 1-7 3.21 .09 8.11 .18 
44. I consented to sex because my partner hinted that they would 
give me gifts or other benefits if I had sex with them. 
 
 
1.23 0.78 1-7 3.45 .09 7.98 .18 
45. I consented to sex because my partner gave me gifts or other 
benefits so that I would feel obligated to have sex with them. 
 
 
1.17 0.66 1-7 3.69 .09 8.26 .18 
46. I consented to sex with my partner to feel more interesting. 
 
 
2.17 1.68 1-7 1.35 .09 0.76 .18 
47. I consented to sex with my partner to reassure myself that I am 
desirable. 
 
 
2.96 1.97 1-7 0.58 .09 -0.93 .18 
48. I consented to sex with my partner because I have a strong 
desire to have sexual activity with my partner. 
 
 
6.55 1.12 1-7 -2.54 .09 7.83 .18 
49. I consented to sex with my partner to show them how much I 
truly loved them. 
 
5.65 1.69 1-7 -1.23 .09 0.67 .18 
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Table 5.3 
Descriptive Statistics for the Perpetrator Pilot Items 
Variables 
 
M 
 
SD 
 
Range 
 
Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic SE Statistic SE 
1. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because otherwise I 
would feel rejected. 
 
1.73 1.29 1-7 1.96 .09 3.38 .18 
2. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I didn’t 
want them to hurt my feelings. 
 
1.47 1.05 1-7 2.77 .09 8.03 .18 
3. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I felt 
pressured by my peers to have sex. 
 
1.22 0.72 1-7 3.34 .09 8.12 .18 
4. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to avoid complaints 
from them. 
 
1.62 1.19 1-7 2.22 .09 4.67 .18 
5. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I wanted to 
prevent them from losing interest in our relationship. 
 
 
2.05 1.48 1-7 1.37 .09 0.99 .18 
6. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it helps me 
deal with disappointment. 
 
1.65 1.29 1-7 2.21 .09 4.31 .18 
7. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because all of my 
peers are sexually active and I didn’t want to feel left out. 
 
 
1.26 0.78 1-7 2.87 .09 8.44 .18 
8. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to escape a conflict 
in our relationship. 
 
1.64 1.22 1-7 2.18 .09 4.42 .18 
9. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I feared I 
would lose them if we didn’t have sex. 
 
1.83 1.37 1-7 1.81 .09 2.68 .18 
10. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it helps 
me feel better when I’m feeling lonely. 
 
2.67 1.79 1-7 0.76 .09 -0.58 .18 
11. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because my peers 
will ridicule me if I don’t have sex. 
 
1.12 0.56 1-7 3.42 .09 8.88 .18 
12. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to get out of 
discussing my feelings with my partner. 
 
1.53 1.09 1-7 2.45 .09 5.79 .18 
13. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I was 
afraid that they would leave me if we didn’t have sex. 
 
1.68 1.22 1-7 2.06 .09 3.87 .18 
14. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it helps 
me feel better when I’m feeling low. 
 
2.94 1.91 1-7 0.55 .09 -0.96 .18 
15. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I don’t 
want to feel like an outsider. 
 
1.33 1.00 1-7 2.71 .09 7.26 .18 
16. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to postpone a 
conversation about where our relationship is heading. 
 
1.43 1.04 1-7 2.84 .09 8.05 .18 
17. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I was 
worried that my partner wouldn’t want me if we didn’t have sex. 
 
1.89 1.45 1-7 1.78 .09 2.54 .18 
18. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it helps 
me cope better when I am upset. 
 
2.35 1.73 1-7 1.10 .09 0.04 .18 
19. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I’m afraid 
the people I socialise with will put me down otherwise. 
 
1.11 0.58 1-7 3.42 .09 8.62 .18 
20. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to delay a deep 
discussion. 
 
1.35 0.91 1-7 2.86 .09 7.93 .18 
21. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I wanted 
to avoid tension in our relationship. 
 
1.86 1.41 1-7 1.70 .09 2.06 .18 
22. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because if I don’t 
have sex then people will think there is something wrong with me. 
 
1.29 0.92 1-7 3.73 .09 8.91 .18 
23. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could 
make emotional connections with my partner. 
 
4.43 2.10 1-7 -0.42 .09 -1.12 .18 
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Table 5.3 continued.  
 
Variables 
 
M 
 
SD 
 
Range 
 
Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic SE Statistic SE 
24. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to prove my 
attractiveness. 
 
2.81 1.89 1-7 0.66 .09 -0.80 .18 
25. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to satisfy my own 
needs. 
 
4.49 1.99 1-7 -0.45 .09 -0.98 .18 
26. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to impress my 
peers. 
 
1.24 0.80 1-7 3.05 .09 7.37 .18 
27. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I wanted 
to be in control of my partner. 
 
1.65 1.28 1-7 2.20 .09 4.40 .18 
28. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could 
express love to my partner. 
 
5.60 1.80 1-7 -1.34 .09 0.82 .18 
29. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could feel 
better about myself. 
 
3.18 1.91 1-7 0.36 .09 -1.05 .18 
30. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it feels 
good. 
 
5.93 1.77 1-7 -1.79 .09 2.14 .18 
31. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to improve my 
social status. 
 
1.29 0.85 1-7 2.13 .09 7.11 .18 
32. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to feel more in 
control of my partner. 
 
1.60 1.22 1-7 2.31 .09 4.93 .18 
33. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could feel 
closer to my partner. 
 
5.54 1.86 1-7 -1.31 .09 0.65 .18 
34. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to reassure myself 
that I am desirable. 
 
3.19 2.01 1-7 0.39 .09 -1.16 .18 
35. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I have a 
strong desire to have sexual activity with my partner. 
 
 
5.93 1.77 1-7 -1.80 .09 2.15 .18 
36. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could 
boast about it with my peers. 
 
1.29 0.85 1-7 2.18 .09 7.25 .18 
37. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to feel more 
powerful. 
 
1.87 1.42 1-7 1.68 .09 2.02 .18 
38. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to promote 
intimacy in the relationship. 
 
5.34 1.87 1-7 -1.16 .09 0.36 .18 
39. I convinced my partner to have sex because I wanted to feel 
accepted by my partner. 
 
3.56 2.08 1-7 0.15 .09 -1.29 .18 
40. I convinced my partner to have sex with me for the thrill of it. 
 
4.62 2.14 1-7 -0.55 .09 -1.04 .18 
41. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I would be 
viewed more highly by my peers. 
 
1.21 0.73 1-7 3.03 .09 8.58 .18 
42. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to prove my power 
in the relationship. 
 
1.51 1.14 1-7 2.58 .09 6.76 .18 
43. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could be 
more intimate with them. 
 
5.51 1.80 1-7 -1.33 .09 0.86 .18 
44. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to feel more self-
confident. 
 
3.48 2.10 1-7 0.18 .09 -1.33 .18 
45. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to satisfy their 
sexual needs. 
 
5.77 1.71 1-7 -1.56 .09 1.69 .18 
46. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to gain approval 
from others. 
 
1.16 0.60 1-7 3.65 .09 8.94 .18 
47. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it 
increases the power that I have in my relationship. 
 
1.50 1.12 1-7 2.62 .09 6.95 .18 
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Table 5.3 continued.  
 
 
Variables 
 
M 
 
SD 
 
Range 
 
Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic SE Statistic SE 
48. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could see 
how much they truly loved me. 
 
2.39 1.79 1-7 1.06 .09 -0.06 .18 
49. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to feel more 
interesting. 
 
2.32 1.75 1-7 1.13 .09 0.12 .18 
50. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to feel more in 
control of the relationship. 
 
1.63 1.26 1-7 2.26 .09 4.71 .18 
51. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I felt it 
was necessary to satisfy my needs. 
 
4.11 2.09 1-7 -0.19 .09 -1.22 .18 
52. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I would fit 
in better with my peers. 
 
1.16 0.67 1-7 3.17 .09 9.16 .18 
53. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to show my 
dominance. 
 
1.50 1.15 1-7 2.60 .09 6.56 .18 
54. I convinced my partner to have sex because I wanted them to 
cheer me up. 
 
2.92 1.97 1-7 0.55 .09 -1.03 .18 
55. I convinced my partner to have sex with me for the excitement 
of it. 
 
4.87 2.04 1-7 -0.77 .09 -0.63 .18 
56. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to increase my 
social status. 
 
1.16 0.62 1-7 3.21 .09 8.78 .18 
57. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to prove that I am 
more dominant than my partner. 
 
1.33 0.90 1-7 2.19 .09 7.23 .18 
 
 
Absolute values of univariate skewness and kurtosis were largely in line with cut-offs 
associated with the non-biased estimation of Confirmatory Factor Analytic (CFA) models 
(i.e., skewness ≤ ± 2 and kurtosis ≤ ± 7). While some items demonstrated skewness and 
kurtosis values above these thresholds, these deviations were minor and no transformations 
appeared justified as the distribution of scores reflected the low endorsement of items which 
reflect motives that are reported with less prevalence in past studies (e.g., Meston & Buss, 
2007). For example, item 43 in the victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q “I consented to 
sex because my partner offered to buy me something if I agreed to have sex with them”, and 
item 56 in the perpetrator version of the SCAAM-Q “I convinced my partner to have sex 
with me to increase my social status” both had values slightly above the cut-offs, however 
Meston and Buss (2007) found that motivations around obtaining gifts and increasing one’s 
social status were motives for sex that were not highly endorsed.  
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5.3.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis 
As a first step in assessing the constructive validity of the two versions of the 
SCAAM-Q, Exploratory Factor Analyses ([EFA] unrestricted Maximum Likelihood 
Estimation with Oblimin rotation and Kaiser normalisation) were conducted. Specifically, 
two EFAs were conducted for each measure, with an EFA conducted on items that were 
determined to constitute each of the broad motivations (i.e., approach and avoidance 
motivations).  
5.3.2.1 SCAAM-Q - victim/target version.  Table 5.4 presents the factor loadings 
for the EFAs conducted for approach and avoidance motives for the victim/target version of 
the SCAAM-Q. The EFA conducted on the approach items revealed a five-factor solution 
(eigenvalues ≥ 1.00). Examinations of the item loadings in Table 5.4 demonstrate that items 
related to approach motivations varied in their factor loadings from moderate ( ≥ .30) to 
high ( ≥ .97) in magnitude. In total, the five-factor solution explained 67.74% of the 
variance. The first factor accounted for 31.02% of the variance and included items related to 
love and intimacy. The second factor accounted for 15.77% of the variance, and reflected 
items pertaining to material rewards. The third factor, which explained 7.73% of the 
variance, included items on the theme of self-validation, while the fourth factor (6.97% of 
the variance explained) reflected the theme of enjoyment and pleasure. The fifth and final 
factor (6.25% variance explained) encompassed a mix of distinct approach items (e.g., 
wanted to feel acceptance and wanted to satisfy my partner’s needs) that made it difficult to 
extract a clear theme. Moreover, three out of the four items in factor five demonstrated 
cross-loadings with the other four factors, suggesting that the items suffered from poor 
discrimination. 
The factor loadings for the EFA conducted on the items that constituted avoidance 
motivations for the victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q are also presented in Table 5.4. 
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Table 5.4 
Factor Loadings for the Approach and Avoidance Subscales of the Victim/Target version of the Sexual Coercion Approach-Avoidance 
Motivation Questionnaire (SCAAM-Q) 
Approach Motivations 
 
Avoidance Motivations 
  
Factor  
  
Factor 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
 1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
35. I consented to sex to make emotional connections with my 
partner 
.97 .01 .01 -.05 -.02  21. I consented to sex with my partner because I was 
worried that my partner wouldn’t want me if I didn’t 
have sex with them 
.87 .06 -.04 .07 .02 
34. I consented to sex to express love to my partner .89 .01 -.04 .01 -.03  19. I consented to sex because I was worried that my 
partner wouldn’t love me if I didn’t have sex with 
them 
.86 .00 -.05 .12 .04 
36. I consented to sex to feel closer to my partner .85 .00 .09 .03 -.04  15. I consented to sex because I was afraid my partner 
would leave me if I didn’t have sex with them. 
.81 .08 .01 .03 .03 
33. I consented to sex to be more intimate with my partner .68 .01 -.07 .15 .18  8. I consented to sex with my partner because I feared 
that I would lose my partner if I did not consent to the 
unwanted sexual activity 
.68 -.05 .18 .03 .12 
49. I consented to sex with my partner to show them how much I 
truly loved them 
.51 .02 .14 .01 .08  5. I consented to sex with my partner because I 
wanted to prevent my partner from losing interest in 
our relationship 
.67 .06 .10 -.07 .16 
44. I consented to sex because my partner hinted that they would 
give me gifts or other benefits if I had sex with them 
.02 .95 -.06 .02 -.06  6. I consented to unwanted sex because I felt that I 
would be jeopardizing our relationship if I did not 
engage in the unwanted sexual activity 
.43 -.08 .28 .03 .30 
43. I consented to sex because my partner offered to buy me 
something if I agreed to have sex with them 
.04 .94 -.02 .03 -.06  14. I consented to sex with my partner because it 
helps me feel better when I’m feeling low 
.02 .91 -.03 .00 -.01 
45. I consented to sex because my partner gave me gifts or other 
benefits so that I would feel obligated to have sex with them 
-.02 .78 .00 -.03 .01  11. I consented to sex with my partner because it 
helps me cope better when I am upset 
-.05 .87 -.02 -.01 .05 
39. I consented to sex with my partner to feel better about myself .00 .00 .93 .07 -.09  13. I consented to sex with my partner because it 
helps me feel better when I’m feeling lonely 
.06 .87 .01 -.01 .00 
38. I consented to sex with my partner to prove my attractiveness .04 -.02 .91 .01 -.08  12. I consented to sex with my partner because it 
helps me deal with disappointment 
.03 .85 .04 .02 -.07 
37. I consented to sex with my partner to feel more self-confident .16 -.03 .74 .06 -.05  23. I consented to sex with my partner because they 
were so sexually aroused that I didn’t want to stop 
them 
.13 .29 .10 .00 .26 
47. I consented to sex with my partner to reassure myself that I am 
desirable 
-.07 .11 .62 -.04 .21  2. I consented to sex because my partner verbally 
pressured me 
-.02 -.03 .85 .00 .00 
29. I consented to sex with my partner to cheer myself up -.10 .02 .37 .35 .32  3. I consented to sex because my partner begged me 
until I could not argue anymore 
-.04 .05 .77 -.02 .11 
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Table 5.4 continued. 
Approach Motivations 
 
Avoidance Motivations 
  
Factor   Factor 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
 1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
46. I consented to sex with my partner to feel more interesting -.04 .25 .34 -.10 .26  22. I consented to sex with my partner because I felt 
overwhelmed by my partners’ continual arguments 
and pressure 
 
.13 -.04 .75 .00 .03 
42. I consented to sex because my partner said sweet things to me 
to try to get me to have sex with them 
.04 .19 .30 .10 .17  4. I consented to sex because my partner physically 
would not let me leave until we had sex 
-.04 .06 .58 .05 -.07 
30. I consented to sex with my partner for the thrill of it -.14 .02 .01 .75 .27  20. I consented to sex because my partner would get 
angry if I didn’t have sex with him/her 
.25 -.06 .50 .11 .09 
31. I consented to sex with my partner to satisfy my sexual needs .00 .02 -.01 .69 .06  25. I consented to sex because my partner withheld 
benefits that I depend on to get me to have sex with 
them 
 
.01 .03 -.08 .87 -.04 
41. I consented to sex with my partner for the excitement of it .04 .00 .12 .69 -.02  18. I consented to sex because my partner threatened 
to pursue a long-term relationship with another 
person if I did not have sex with them 
 
.25 -.03 .11 .65 -.11 
40. I consented to sex with my partner because it feels good .20 .01 -.01 .66 -.22  17. I consented to sex because my partner reminded 
me of gifts or other benefits they gave me so that I 
would feel obligated to have sex with them 
 
.16 .01 .07 .50 .08 
48. I consented to sex with my partner because I have a strong 
desire to have sexual activity with my partner 
 
.11 -.01 .03 .61 -.14  24. I consented to sex because my partner hinted that 
I was cheating on them 
-.16 .03 .08 .46 .19 
27. I consented to sex with my partner to promote intimacy in the 
relationship 
.24 -.03 -.08 .13 .65  16. I consented to sex because my partner threatened 
to leave me if I didn’t have sex with them 
.23 .02 .18 .39 -.09 
28. I consented to sex because I wanted to feel accepted by my 
partner 
.10 .02 .31 -.10 .64  1. I consented to sex because my partner hinted that if 
I loved them I would have sex with him/her 
.16 .01 .25 .27 .17 
26. I consented to sex because I felt it was necessary to satisfy my 
partner’s needs 
-.01 .07 .02 -.03 .61  10. I consented to sex because I didn’t want my 
partner to feel rejected 
.07 .09 -.10 .04 .83 
32. I consented to sex to satisfy my partner’s needs .30 -.01 -.02 .15 .31  7. I consented to unwanted sex because I didn’t want 
to hurt my partner’s feelings 
 
.09 -.03 .21 .04 .66 
       9. I consented to sex with my partner because I 
wanted to avoid tension in our relationship 
.21 .02 .13 .03 .61 
    1      100 
The EFA for the avoidance motivation items revealed a five-factor solution (eigenvalues ≥ 
1.00). Examinations of the item loadings in Table 5.4 demonstrate that items related to 
avoidance motivations varied in their factor loadings from low ( ≥ .27) to high ( ≥ .91) in 
magnitude. In total, the five-factor solution explained 70.90% of the variance. The first 
factor accounted for 41.58% of the variance, and included items related to avoiding 
rejection. The second factor accounted for 12.81% of the variance, and included items 
related to avoiding negative affect. The third factor accounted for 6.77% of the variance, and 
included items related to avoiding verbal manipulation. The fourth and fifth factors 
accounted for 5.61% and 4.14% of the variance respectively. Factors four and five however 
contained items that could not be easily clustered into clear unifying themes to label each 
factor. For instance, factor four included items related to withholding of benefits, accusations 
of cheating, and feelings of obligation. Likewise, factor five included a similarly diverse 
item set, with content varying from minimising rejection to avoiding relationship tensions. 
Furthermore, over 50% of the items on factor four demonstrated moderate loadings while 
also demonstrating cross-loadings with other factors. Therefore, factor four demonstrated 
some issues regarding poor item discrimination.  
 
5.3.2.2 SCAAM-Q – perpetrator version.  Table 5.5 presents the factor loadings for 
the EFAs conducted for approach and avoidance motives for the perpetrator version of the 
SCAAM-Q. The EFA conducted on the approach items revealed a five-factor solution 
(eigenvalues ≥ 1.00). The total variance accounted for by the five-factor solution was 
73.96%. Examinations of the item loadings in Table 5.5 demonstrate that items related to 
approach motivations varied in their factor loadings from moderate ( ≥ .42) to high ( ≥ 
.93) in magnitude. The first factor accounted for 38.09% of the variance and included items 
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related to self-validation. The second factor, which accounted for 17.10% of the variance, 
reflected items pertaining to love and intimacy. The third factor, which explained 9.71% of 
the variance, included items related to engaging in sex to increase one’s own social status. 
The fourth factor, which accounted for 5.67%, included items related to engaging in sex to 
approach power, control and dominance. The fifth factor, which accounted for 3.39%, 
included items related to engaging in sex for enjoyment and pleasure.  
The factor loadings for the EFA conducted on the avoidance motivation items for the 
perpetration version of the SCAAM-Q are also presented in Table 5.5. The EFA revealed a 
five-factor solution (eigenvalues ≥ 1.00). The total variance accounted for by the five-factor 
solution was 73.57%. Examinations of the item loadings in Table 5.5 demonstrate that items 
related to avoidance motivations varied in their factor loadings from moderate ( ≥ .47) to 
high ( ≥ .98) in magnitude. The first factor accounted for 39.40% of the variance, and 
included items related to avoiding rejection. The second factor accounted for 12.97% of the 
variance, and included items related to avoiding peer pressure. The third factor accounted for 
8.76% of the variance, and included items related to avoiding negative affect. The fourth 
factor accounted for 7.66% of the variance, and included items related to avoiding discussion 
(e.g., to delay a deep discussion, to postpone a conversation about the future of the 
relationship, and to avoid discussing one’s feelings). The fifth factor accounted for 4.79% of 
the variance; however, this factor only included two items that differed in substantive 
content. Thus, the theme of the factor was unclear. Specifically, the face validity of the two 
items constituting factor five suggested that they would share substantive links with factor 
one (avoid rejection) and factor three (avoid negative affect). However, the items did not 
demonstrate cross loadings with these factors. Therefore, the factor appears to suffer from 
some conceptual and empirical inconsistencies. 
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Table 5.5 
Factor Loadings for the Approach and Avoidance Subscales of the Perpetration version of the Sexual Coercion Approach-Avoidance Motivation 
Questionnaire (SCAAM-Q) 
Approach Motivations  Avoidance Motivations 
 
Factor 
  
 
Factor 
1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 
34. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to reassure myself that I 
am desirable 
.86 .01 .07 .07 .05  13. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I was afraid that 
they would leave me if we didn’t have sex 
.92 .03 -.08 -.05 .03 
24. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to prove my 
attractiveness 
.81 -.01 .05 -.03 .02  9. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I feared I would 
lose them if we didn’t have sex 
.85 .04 -.03 .03 .06 
44. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to feel more self-
confident 
.75 .00 .07 -.01 .15  17. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I was worried 
that my partner wouldn’t want me if we didn’t have sex 
.80 .08 .04 .02 .00 
29. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could feel better 
about myself 
.69 .01 .05 -.04 .20  5. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I wanted to 
prevent them from losing interest in our relationship 
.77 -.07 .08 .00 .11 
39. I convinced my partner to have sex because I wanted to feel accepted 
by my partner 
.67 .22 .01 .01 -.02  4. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to avoid complaints from 
them 
.55 .07 .03 .05 -.09 
48. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could see how 
much they truly loved me 
.57 .17 -.03 -.17 -.11  11. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because my peers will 
ridicule me if I don’t have sex 
-.08 .98 -.01 -.02 -.05 
49. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to feel more interesting .55 -.04 .11 -.15 .05  19. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I’m afraid the 
people I socialise with will put me down otherwise 
-.07 .94 -.01 .01 -.04 
54. I convinced my partner to have sex because I wanted them to cheer 
me up 
.44 -.03 -.04 -.18 .31  7. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because all of my peers 
are sexually active and I didn’t want to feel left out 
 
.01 .72 .02 .05 -.02 
33. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could feel 
closer to my partner 
.04 .86 .00 -.02 .03  3. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I felt pressured by 
my peers to have sex 
 
.12 .60 -.01 -.02 .04 
43. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could be more 
intimate with them 
.00 .84 .01 -.01 .12  22. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because if I don’t have 
sex then people will think there is something wrong with me 
.11 .57 -.01 -.01 .09 
38. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to promote intimacy in 
the relationship 
.06 .83 .02 .00 .02  15. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I don’t want to 
feel like an outsider 
.06 .47 .12 .10 .10 
28. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could express 
love to my partner 
-.01 .82 -.03 -.03 .10  14. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it helps me feel 
better when I’m feeling low 
-.04 .03 .95 -.03 -.02 
23. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could make 
emotional connections with my partner 
.34 .58 .00 .01 -.07  18. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it helps me cope 
better when I am upset 
-.08 -.01 .90 .05 .00 
56. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to increase my social 
status 
-.08 .02 .93 -.06 -.04  10. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it helps me feel 
better when I’m feeling lonely 
.12 .02 .81 -.04 .02 
52. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I would fit in 
better with my peers 
-.04 .02 .91 .01 -.05  6. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it helps me deal 
with disappointment 
.06 .03 .50 .07 .24 
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Table 5.5 Continued.  
 
Approach Motivations  Avoidance Motivations 
 
Factor 
 
 
Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
41. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I would be 
viewed more highly by my peers 
-.02 .02 .88 -.03 -.01 20. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to delay a deep 
discussion 
-.08 .01 -.07 .95 .04 
46. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to gain approval from 
others 
.06 .06 .87 .03 -.12  16. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to postpone a 
conversation about where our relationship is heading 
-.02 .05 -.03 .85 .04 
26. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to impress my peers .03 -.04 .84 .07 .07  12. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to get out of discussing 
my feelings with my partner 
.01 .05 .07 .76 -.04 
31. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to improve my social 
status 
.06 .00 .74 -.12 .00  21. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I wanted to 
avoid tension in our relationship 
.32 -.04 .12 .52 -.01 
36. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could boast 
about it with my peers 
.04 -.07 .69 .00 .12  8. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to escape a conflict in our 
relationship 
.31 -.08 .16 .49 .03 
42. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to prove my power in 
the relationship 
.00 .00 -.02 -.91 .00  2. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I didn’t want 
them to hurt my feelings 
-.01 .05 -.04 .01 .91 
32. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to feel more in control 
of my partner 
.00 .01 .03 -.89 -.02  1. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because otherwise I would 
feel rejected 
.00 -.01 .09 .02 .77 
53. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to show my dominance 
 
-.09 .00 -.02 -.89 .05        
27. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I wanted to be 
in control of my partner 
 
.02 -.02 -.01 -.86 .04        
57. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to prove that I am more 
dominant than my partner 
 
-.13 .02 .09 -.86 -.01        
47. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it increases the 
power that I have in my relationship 
 
.03 .04 .02 -.86 -.07        
50. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to feel more in control 
of the relationship 
 
.18 .00 .00 -.79 -.06        
37. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to feel more powerful 
 
.20 -.10 .03 -.65 .16        
55. I convinced my partner to have sex with me for the excitement of it 
 
.10 .13 .00 -.07 .69        
40. I convinced my partner to have sex with me for the thrill of it 
 
.11 .11 .00 -.06 .64        
51. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I felt it was 
necessary to satisfy my needs 
 
.20 .01 .02 -.06 .62        
30. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it feels good 
 
-.09 .43 .05 -.01 .60        
25. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to satisfy my own needs 
 
.25 .05 .03 -.01 .58        
35. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I have a strong 
desire to have sexual activity with my partner 
 
-.13 .49 .03 .00 .54        
45. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to satisfy their sexual 
needs 
-.01 .40 .02 .00 .42        
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5.3.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
In the second stage, the construct validity of the two versions of the SCAAM-Q was 
further assessed using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). In line with the approach and 
justification outlined in Section 5.2.4, each of the factors constituting approach and 
avoidance motivations for the two versions of the SCAAM-Q were reduced to three items 
for inclusion as part of the CFAs. For an item to be included in a given factor, it needed to 
have a high factor loading ( ≥ .65), demonstrate high item discrimination (by evidence of 
little cross-loading with other factors [cross-loadings  ≤ .30]), and the item needed to 
capture a key aspect of the substantive content of the factor. Furthermore, the factors from 
the respective EFAs that included numerous items with poor discrimination and reflected an 
item composition making it difficult to discern the factor theme were not included in the 
modelling of CFAs. Specifically, these factors were factor 5 for the approach motive items 
and factors 4 and 5 for the avoidance motive items of the victim/target version, and factor 5 
for the avoidance motive items for the perpetrator version of the SCAAM-Q. 
Given the number of first order factors identified as part of the EFAs reported in 
Section 5.3.2, a separate CFA was conducted for the approach motivation factors and 
avoidance motivation factors for both versions of the SCAAM-Q. Furthermore, for each 
CFA that was conducted, two alternative models were tested. The first model (depicted in 
Figures 5.1 to 5.4 as model 1a, model 2a, model 3a and model 4a) is a first order model, 
where each of the three item factors correlated with one another (reflecting an oblique 
rotation). The second model (depicted in Figures 5.1 to 5.4 as model 1b, model 2b, model 
3b, and model 4b) shows a higher order model in which the first order factors are depicted as 
loading on to a single second order factor reflecting a global approach or avoidance 
motivation factor. The reason for testing the two different structures was to determine 
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whether approach and avoidance motivations for sexual coercion are best represented as a 
set of discrete factors, or if they can be regarded as facets that are nested, and are therefore 
captured, by a general approach or avoidance motivation factor. To then determine models 
of best fit and variance explained by the higher order factor in comparison to the lower order 
factors, chi-square difference tests and Schmid-Leiman Transformations were conducted as 
detailed in Section 5.2.4. 
5.3.3.1 Lower-order and Higher-order CFA for the approach subscale – 
SCAAM-Q (victim/target version).  The first order model for the approach items of the 
victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q demonstrated excellent fit to the data, 2(48) = 
159.224, p < .001; CFI = .979; TLI = .971; RMSEA = .057; SRMR = .042. As shown in 
Figure 5.1 (model 5.1a), the items constituting each factor demonstrated moderate to strong 
factor loadings ranging from .67 to .95. The inter-item correlations between the factors 
demonstrated considerable variability with the association between some factors exhibiting a 
moderate association (e.g., love and intimacy with enjoyment and pleasure, r = .56) while 
other associations were weak (material rewards with enjoyment and pleasure, r = .03).  
The higher order model for the approach items of the victim/target version of the 
SCAAM-Q also demonstrated good fit to the data, 2(50) = 225.293, p < .001; CFI = .967; 
TLI = .956; RMSEA = .071; SRMR = .093. The first order and higher order factor loadings 
are presented in Figure 5.1 (model 5.1b). The first order factor loadings (i.e., items onto 
factors) were mostly identical to those found in model 5.1a, with loadings ranging from .67 
to .95. In relation to the higher order loadings, while all were statistically significant, 
loadings varied from .76 (enjoyment and pleasure) down to .12 (material rewards). 
Comparison of the higher order model to the lower order model (see Figure 5.1, 
model 5.1a and model 5.1b) resulted in a significant difference in model fit 2(2) = 66.07,  
 106 
p < .001, with the first order model demonstrating better fit than the one factor higher order  
 
Figure 5.1. First Order and Higher Order Models of Items Constituting Approach 
Motivations for the SCAAM-Q (Victim/Target Version). 
model. In order to evaluate the variance captured by the higher order factor relative to the 
lower order factors, a Schmid-Leiman Transformation was conducted. As shown in Table 
5.6, the Schmid-Leiman Transformation suggested that the higher order factor (i.e., global 
approach) explained more variance (i.e., the inter-relationships and shared variance between 
items) than the first order factors. In all cases, the variance attributed to the higher order 
factor was higher than the variance attributed to the first order factors. 
 
 107 
Table 5.6 
Schmid-Leiman Transformation – Variance Decomposition for Victim/Target Measure – 
Approach Motivation Items 
Factor and items Lower order factor variance 
decomposition 
Higher order factor variance 
decomposition 
Love and intimacy   
i35 .2535 .4809 
i34 .2126 .4034 
i36 .2175 .4127 
Material Rewards   
i43 .0001 .0125 
i44 .0001 .0119 
i45 .0001 .0085 
Self-Validation   
i38 .0119 .1014 
i39 .0119 .1014 
i47 .0065 .0550 
Enjoyment and Pleasure   
i31 .1458 .2593 
i40 .2132 .3790 
i48 .1731 .3078 
 
5.3.3.2 Lower-order and Higher-order CFA for avoidance subscale – SCAAM-Q 
(victim/target version). The first order model for the avoidance items of the victim/target 
version of the SCAAM-Q demonstrated excellent fit to the data, 2(24) = 108.254, p < .001; 
CFI = .981; TLI = .972; RMSEA = .071; SRMR = .040. As shown in Figure 5.2 (model 
5.2a), the items constituting each factor demonstrated strong factor loadings ranging from 
.82 to .93. The inter-item correlations between the factors demonstrated considerable 
variability with the association between some factors exhibiting a moderate association (e.g., 
avoid rejection with verbal manipulation, r = .58) while other associations were weak (e.g., 
verbal manipulation with avoiding negative affect, r = .14).  
The higher order model for the avoidance items of the victim/target version of the 
SCAAM-Q demonstrated very good fit to the data, 2(25) = 108.260, p < .001; CFI = .981; 
TLI = .973; RMSEA = .069; SRMR = .040. The first order and higher order factor loadings 
are presented in Figure 5.2 (model 5.2b). The first order factor loadings (i.e., items onto 
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factors) were identical to those found in model 5.2a, with loadings ranging from .82 to .93. 
In relation to the higher order loadings, while all were statistically significant, loadings 
varied from 1.00 (avoid rejection) to .24 (avoid negative affect).  
 
Figure 5.2. First Order and Higher Order Models of Items Constituting Avoidance 
Motivations for the SCAAM-Q (Victim/Target Version). 
 
Comparison of the higher order model to the lower order model (see Figure 5.2, 
model 5.2a and model 5.2b) resulted in no significant difference in model fit 2(1) = .006, 
p > .05. However, in terms of explained variance captured by the lower order and higher 
order model structures, a Schmid-Leiman Transformation suggested that the higher order 
factor (i.e., global avoidance) explained more variance than the first order factors (see Table 
5.7). Similar to the Schmid-Leiman transformation results for the approach items, the item 
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variance attributed to the higher order factor was higher than the variance attributed to the 
first order factors across all items.  
Table 5.7 
Schmid-Leiman Transformation – Variance Decomposition for Victim/Target Measure – 
Avoidance Motivation Items 
Factor and items Lower order factor variance 
decomposition 
Higher order factor variance 
decomposition 
Avoid Rejection   
   i21 .8477 .8649 
   i15 .6916 .7056 
   i19 .8296 .8464 
Avoid Negative Affect   
   i13 .0028 .0446 
   i11 .0025 .0406 
   i14 .0031 .0498 
Verbal Manipulation   
   i2 .0777 .2262 
   i3 .0777 .2262 
   i22 .0796 .2317 
 
5.3.3.3 Lower-order and Higher-order CFA for approach items – SCAAM-Q 
(perpetrator version). The first order model of the approach items of the perpetration 
version of the SCAAM-Q demonstrated excellent model fit to the data, 2(80) = 218.284,     
p < .001; CFI = .985; TLI = .980; RMSEA = .048; SRMR = .032. As shown in Figure 5.3 
(model 5.3a), the items constituting each factor demonstrated moderate to strong factor 
loadings ranging from .71 to .93. The inter-item correlations between the factors 
demonstrated considerable variability with the association between two factors exhibiting a 
strong association (love and intimacy with enjoyment and pleasure, r = .70), some factors 
exhibiting a moderate association (e.g., self-validation with enjoyment and pleasure, r = .59), 
while other associations were weak (e.g., love and intimacy with increase social status,         
r = .05; increase social status with enjoyment and pleasure, r = .13).  
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The higher order model for the approach items of the perpetrator version of the 
SCAAM-Q demonstrated acceptable to good model fit, 2(85) = 391.266, p < .001; CFI = 
.966; TLI = .958; RMSEA = .069; SRMR = .097.  The first order and higher order factor 
loadings are presented in Figure 5.3 (model 5.3b). The first order factor loadings were 
mostly identical to those found in model 5.3a, with loadings ranging from .71 to .94. The 
higher order loadings demonstrated greater variability in magnitude compared to the lower 
order loadings, with values ranging from .20 (increase social status) to .91 (enjoyment and 
pleasure).  
 
Figure 5.3. First Order and Higher Order Models of Items Constituting Approach 
Motivations for the SCAAM-Q (Perpetrator Version). 
 
Comparison of the higher order model to the lower order model (see Figure 5.3, 
model 5.3a and model 5.3b) resulted in a significant difference in model fit 2(5) = 
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172.982, p < .001, with the first order model again demonstrating better fit than the one 
factor higher order model. The Schmid-Leiman Transformation decomposition of item 
variance across the lower order and higher order factors however suggested that the higher 
order factor (i.e., global avoidance) again explained more variance than the first order factors 
(see Table 5.8). As with all other Schmid-Leiman Transformations reported, the item 
variance attributed to the higher order factor was greater than the variance attributed to the 
first order factors across all items.  
Table 5.8 
Schmid-Leiman Transformation – Variance Decomposition for Perpetrator Measure – 
Approach Motivation Items 
Factor and items Lower order factor variance 
decomposition 
Higher order factor variance 
decomposition 
Self-Validation   
   i34 .1677 .3717 
   i24 .1463 .3243 
   i44 .1463 .3243 
Love and Intimacy   
   i33 .2505 .4535 
   i43 .2560 .4635 
   i28 .2343 .4241 
Increase Social Status   
i56 .0014 .0346 
i52 .0014 .0353 
i46 .0012 .0289 
Power, Control and 
Dominance 
  
i42 .0239 .1392 
i32 .0214 .1243 
i53 .0219 .1272 
Enjoyment and Pleasure   
i55 .5831 .7009 
i40 .5095 .6125 
i51 .3473 .4174 
 
5.3.3.4 Lower-order and Higher-order CFA for avoidance items – SCAAM-Q 
(perpetrator version). The first order model of the avoidance items for the perpetration 
version of the SCAAM-Q demonstrated very good fit to the data, 2(48) = 214.357, p < .001; 
CFI = .975; TLI = .965; RMSEA = .068; SRMR = .044. As shown in Figure 5.4 (model 
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5.4a), the items constituting each factor demonstrated moderate to strong factor loadings 
ranging from .70 to 94. The inter-item correlations between the factors demonstrated 
considerable variability with the association between some factors exhibiting a moderate 
association (e.g., avoid rejection with avoid discussion, r = .45), while other associations 
were weak (e.g., avoid peer pressure with avoid negative affect, r = .17).  
 
Figure 5.4. First Order and Higher Order Models of Items Constituting Avoidance 
Motivations for the SCAAM-Q (Perpetrator Version). 
 
The higher order model for the avoidance items of the perpetrator version of the 
SCAAM-Q also demonstrated very good model fit, 2(50) = 236.462, p < .001; CFI = .972; 
TLI = .962; RMSEA = .070; SRMR = .055. The factor loadings for the higher order model 
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are presented in Figure 5.4 (model 5.4b). At the first order level, the factor loadings were 
identical to those reported in the first order factor structure (see Figure 5.4, model 5.4a). At 
the higher order level, the factor loadings varied from .46 (avoid peer pressure) to .69 (avoid 
rejection, avoid discussion).  
Comparison of the higher order model to the lower order model (see Figure 5.4, 
model 5.4a and 5.4b) resulted in a significant difference in model fit 2(2) = 22.105,           
p < .001, with the first order model demonstrating slightly better fit than the higher order 
model. In order to evaluate the variance captured by the higher order factor relative to the 
lower order factors, a Schmid-Leiman Transformation was conducted. As shown in Table 
5.9, the Schmid-Leiman Transformation suggested that the higher order factor (i.e., global 
avoidance motivations) explained more variance than the first order factors. In all cases, the 
variance attributed to the higher order factor of avoidance motivations was greater than the 
variance attributed to the first order factors.  
 
 
Table 5.9 
Schmid-Leiman Transformation – Variance Decomposition for Perpetrator Measure – 
Avoidance Motivation items 
Factor and items Lower order factor variance 
decomposition 
Higher order factor variance 
decomposition 
Avoid Rejection   
   i13 .1908 .3943 
   i9 .1825 .3771 
   i17 .1744 .3604 
Avoid Peer Pressure   
   i11 .0390 .1870 
   i19 .0365 .1752 
   i7 .0216 .1037 
Avoid Negative Affect   
   i14 .0886 .2712 
   i18 .0775 .2374 
   i10 .0740 .2266 
Avoid Discussion   
   i20 .1784 .3687 
   i16 .1744 .3604 
   i12 .1475 .3047 
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5.3.4 Treatment of Data, Assumptions of Normality and Descriptive Statistics for the 
Independent and Dependent Variables in Testing Criterion – Related Validity  
 Prior to the main analyses for criterion-related validity, the variables included in the 
analyses for samples 1 and 2 were examined in terms of assumptions of normality, the 
detection of outliers, and the internal consistency of all measures. The data revealed 32 
univariate outliers across the two samples (zresiduals < ± 1.96, p < .05) and thus were 
deleted from the analyses. However, no multivariate outliers were detected across the two 
samples (Mahalanobis Distance = 12.592, p > .05). Absolute values of univariate skewness 
and kurtosis were close to the established cutoffs (skewness ≤ ± 2 and kurtosis ≤ ± 7 
[DeCarlo, 1997]). While some of the motivation subscales for subtle sexual coercion 
(victim/target and perpetrator) demonstrated skewness and kurtosis values above these 
thresholds, these deviations were minor. Thus, no transformations appeared justified as the 
distribution of scores reflected the low endorsement of items that reflect motives that are 
reported with less prevalence in past studies (e.g., Meston & Buss, 2007). As illustrated in 
Tables 5.10 and 5.11, all variables demonstrated adequate to high internal consistency 
(Cronbach alpha). In relation to the global approach and avoidance motives and subscale 
motives related to the experience of subtle sexual coercion (i.e., victim/target and 
perpetrator), all motives demonstrated good internal consistency (αs = .75 to .93).  
Table 5.10 (sample 1) shows that the participants had moderate levels of global 
approach motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion, and low levels of global 
avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion. In terms of the specific 
approach and avoidance motivations, participants had high scores on love and intimacy, and 
enjoyment and pleasure, low scores on material rewards, avoid rejection, and avoid 
manipulation, and moderate scores on self-validation and avoid negative affect.  
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Table 5.10  
Descriptive Statistics for the Continuous Independent Variables and Dependent Variables in 
Sample 1 (Victim/Target of Sexual Coercion).  
Variables 
 
 M 
 
 SD 
 
Range 
 
Skewness Kurtosis Reliability 
Statistic SE Statistic SE 
 Global Approach 
Motivations 
4.40 0.76 1-7 -0.55 .09   2.21 .18 α = .80 
 
Global Avoidance 
Motivations 
1.99 0.97 1-6  1.27 .09   1.90 .18 α = .82 
 
Self-Validation 3.51 1.83 1-7  0.26 .09  -1.01 .18 α = .87 
 
Love and Intimacy 6.33 1.11 1-7 -2.29 .09   5.85 .18 α = .93 
 
Material Rewards 1.20 0.66 1-7  5.12 .09   8.51 .18 α = .90 
 
Enjoyment and 
Pleasure  
6.54 0.87 1-7 -3.01 .09   7.66 .18 α = .75 
 
Avoid Rejection 1.53 1.16 1-7  2.77 .09   7.65 .18 α = .92 
 
Avoid Manipulation 1.42 1.01 1-7  3.30 .09   9.18 .18 α = .87 
Avoid Negative 
Affect 
3.04 1.84 1-7  0.51 .09  -0.92 .18 α = .91 
Attachment Anxiety 3.62 1.21 1-7  0.04 .09  -0.65 .18 α = .78 
Attachment 
Avoidance 
2.19 1.07 1-7  1.15 .09   1.24 .18 α = .83 
Short-term mating 
strategies 
2.69 0.93 1-5  0.09 .09  -0.70 .18 α = .80 
Long-term mating 
strategies 
3.67 0.77 1-5 -0.56 .09  -0.04 .18 α = .69 
Global Relationship 
Quality 
5.92 1.06 1-7 -1.52 .09   2.62 .18 α = .96 
Victim of Sexual 
Coercion 
1.94 1.18 1-4  1.57 .09   2.24 .18 α = .89 
Relationship Initiation 
(SBSSG) 
4.05 2.22 1-9  0.23 .09  -1.10 .18 α = .85 
Negative Reactions 
(SBSSG) 
2.10 1.33 1-9  1.79 .09   3.34 .18 α = .83 
Maintaining the Bond 
(SBSSG) 
6.72 1.68 1-9 -0.84 .09   0.31 .18 α = .84 
Sexual Pleasure and 
Motivation (SBSSG) 
7.08 1.37 1-9 -1.01 .09   1.26 .18 α = .72 
  
In terms of attachment style, the participants in sample 1 showed moderate levels of 
attachment anxiety, and low levels of attachment avoidance. In relation to mating strategies, 
the participants demonstrated moderate levels of long-term mating strategies, and low to 
moderate levels of short-term mating strategies. Participants in sample 1 showed moderate to 
high levels of perceived relationship quality, and low levels of previously being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion. For the sub goals of the sexual behavioural system, 
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participants in sample 1 demonstrated high scores on the subscales of maintaining the bond, 
and sexual pleasure and motivation, moderate scores on the relationship initiation subscale, 
and low scores on the negative reactions subscale. All of the continuous independent and 
dependent variables shown in Table 5.10 demonstrated adequate to high reliability. 
 
Table 5.11  
Descriptive Statistics for the Continuous Independent Variables and Dependent Variables in 
Sample 2 (Perpetrator of Sexual Coercion) 
Variables 
 
 M 
 
 SD 
 
 
 
Range 
Skewness Kurtosis Reliability 
Statistic SE Statistic SE 
 Global Approach 
Motivations 
3.19 1.04 1-6 -0.26 .09  -0.14 .18 α = .89 
Global Avoidance 
Motivations 
1.76 0.81 1-7  1.54 .09   3.22 .18 α = .86 
Self-Validation 3.16 1.83 1-7  0.38 .09  -1.05 .18 α = .90 
Power/Control/ 
Dominance  
1.54 1.08 1-7  2.48 .09   6.37 .18 α = .91 
Increase Social Status 1.16 0.59 1-7  5.77 .09    9.39 .18 α = .93 
Love and Intimacy  5.55 1.71 1-7 -1.39 .09   1.04 .18 α = .93 
Enjoyment and 
Pleasure 
4.53 1.86 1-7 -0.58 .09  -0.71 .18 α = .86 
Avoid Negative 
Affect 
2.65 1.67 1-7  0.82 .09  -0.41 .18 α = .91 
Avoid Peer Pressure 1.16 0.57 1-7  5.86 .09   7.66 .18 α = .86 
Avoid Rejection  1.80 1.25 1-7  1.83 .09   3.01 .18 α = .92 
Avoid Discussion  1.44 0.92 1-7  2.89 .09   9.43 .18 α = .88 
Attachment Anxiety 3.59 1.20 1-7  0.16 .09 -0.35 .18 α = .77 
Attachment 
Avoidance 
2.19 1.02 1-6  0.95 .09  0.41 .18 α = .83 
Short-term mating 
strategies 
2.64 0.88 1-5 -0.01 .09 -0.75 .18 α = .78 
Long-term mating 
strategies 
3.70 0.75 1-5 -0.46 .09 -0.19 .18 α = .66 
Global Relationship 
Quality 
5.84 1.10 1-7 -1.44 .09  1.99 .18 α = .96 
Perpetrator of Sexual 
Coercion 
1.41 0.46 1-4  1.30 .09  1.88 .18 α = .85 
Relationship Initiation 
(SBSSG) 
3.89 2.16 1-9  0.36 .09 -0.91 .18 α = .85 
Negative Reactions 
(SBSSG) 
2.28 1.51 1-9  1.73 .09  3.14 .18 α = .84 
Maintaining the Bond 
(SBSSG) 
6.41 1.83 1-9 -0.64 .09 -0.21 .18 α = .86 
Sexual Pleasure and 
Motivation (SBSSG) 
6.68 1.55 1-9 -1.03 .09  1.07 .18 α = .76 
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Table 5.11 (sample 2) shows that the participants had moderate levels of global 
approach motivations for being the perpetrator of sexual coercion, and low levels of global 
avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. In terms of the specific 
motivations, the participants had moderate to high scores on love and intimacy, moderate 
scores on self-validation and enjoyment and pleasure, low to moderate scores on avoid 
negative affect, and low scores on power, control and dominance, increase social status, 
avoid peer pressure, avoid rejection, and avoid discussion (i.e., avoiding intimate discussions 
about one’s feelings and about the relationship). In terms of attachment style, the participants 
in sample 2 showed moderate levels of attachment anxiety, and low levels of attachment 
avoidance. In relation to mating strategies, the participants demonstrated moderate levels of 
long-term mating strategies, and low to moderate levels of short-term mating strategies. 
Participants in sample 2 showed moderate to high levels of perceived relationship quality, 
and low levels of previously being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. For the sub goals of 
the sexual behavioural system, participants demonstrated high scores for maintaining the 
bond and sexual pleasure and motivation, moderate scores for relationship initiation, and low 
scores on the negative reactions subscale. All of the continuous independent and dependent 
variables shown in Table 5.11 demonstrated adequate to high reliability. 
5.3.5 Assessment of Criterion-Related Validity: Concurrent Validity 
 The concurrent validity of the two versions of the SCAAM-Q (both the victim/target 
and perpetrator versions) was assessed. In doing so, both the global approach and avoidance 
motivations and their subscales were used as either dependent or independent variables in a 
series of hierarchical regressions. The results are presented such that the results for the 
global and subscale motives used as dependent (outcome) variables are presented first for 
both measures, followed by the results for the global and subscale motives used as 
independent (predictor) variables. 
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 Across all of the hierarchical regressions assessing the concurrent validity, age and 
gender were both included as control variables at Step 1. Age and gender were included as 
control variables at Step 1 given that previous research has suggested that age and gender 
may have associations with sexual functioning, sexually coercive behaviour (especially 
gender), and relationship quality (DeLamater & Karraker, 2009; Yost & Zurbriggen, 2006).  
Relationship length was not included as a control variable at step 1, because not all of the 
participants in this study were in a current romantic relationship. In addition, relationship 
status was also not included as a control variable, because motives for engaging in sexual 
coercion tend to occur irrespective of an individual’s relationship status (e.g., Wegner, 
Pierce, & Abbey, 2014). 
 
 
5.3.5.1 SCAAM-Q Motivations as Dependent (Outcome) Variables.  As a first 
step in assessing the concurrent validity of the two versions of the SCAAM-Q, both the 
global scales (i.e., higher order approach and avoidance motivations) and subscales (lower 
order facets of approach and avoidance motivations) for the victim/target and perpetrator 
versions were used as outcome variables in a series of hierarchical multiple regressions. The 
reason for examining concurrent associations at both the global level and facet (specific) 
level of approach and avoidance motivations is that the construct validity assessment of the 
higher order and lower order models yielded mixed findings. In terms of fit, the lower order 
models consistently yielded superior fit to the higher order models. However, in terms of 
item variance explained, the higher order factors contributed substantially more variance 
than the lower order factors. Thus, the construct validity assessment suggests that both 
higher order and lower order scales have considerable merit when it comes to measuring 
approach and avoidance motivations related to subtle/less severe sexual coercion. Therefore, 
in order to further assess the extent to which higher order and lower order scales contribute 
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to concepts associated with sexual coercion and general sexual and relationship functioning, 
analyses were conducted at the higher order and lower order level. 
Across all hierarchical regression analyses in which the approach and avoidance 
motivation scales were used as outcome variables, age and gender were entered in at Step 1 
as control variables. At step 2, two distal relationship factors were entered – one that has 
origins in past relationship experiences, namely, attachment style (i.e., levels of attachment 
anxiety and avoidance), and one that has a strong evolutionary origin, namely, mating 
strategies (i.e., short-term versus long-term mating strategies).  
 
 
5.3.5.1.1 Approach and Avoidance Motivations for Sexual Coercion as 
Dependent (Outcome) Variables: Victim/Target. 
5.3.5.1.1.1 Global approach and avoidance motives as dependent variables.  The 
hierarchical regression predicting global approach motivations was significant (see Table 
5.12). In step 1, the control variables (age and gender) were not found to be significant 
predictors of approach motivations. In step 2, attachment anxiety (but not attachment 
avoidance) and mating strategies were found to be significantly positively associated with 
approach motivations (see Table 5.12).  
The hierarchical regression predicting global avoidance motivations was significant 
(see Table 5.12). Step 1 revealed gender to be significantly associated with avoidance 
motivations and remained significant in step 2. Specifically, women were more likely to 
endorse avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion. In step 
2, attachment anxiety and avoidance were positively associated with avoidance motivations, 
while mating strategies (both short-term and long-term) demonstrated no significant 
associations (see Table 5.12). 
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5.3.5.1.1.2 Subscales for approach and avoidance motives as dependent variables.  
The hierarchical regressions predicting the approach and avoidance motivation subscales 
were all statistically significant (see Table 5.12). Across all hierarchical regressions 
pertaining to the prediction of the subscales for approach motives, the control variables (age 
and gender) entered in step 1 did not reveal any significant associations (see Table 5.12). In 
relation to step 2, attachment anxiety and avoidance were significant predictors across all 
hierarchical regressions for which approach motivation subscales were the outcome 
variables. Specifically, attachment anxiety was positively associated with all approach 
motivations, while attachment avoidance was positively associated with the motivations of 
material rewards and self-validation, but negatively associated with love and intimacy and 
enjoyment and pleasure. As for mating strategies, step 2 also revealed short-term mating 
strategies were positively associated with the approach motivations of material rewards and 
enjoyment and pleasure, while long term mating strategies were only positively associated 
with the approach motive of love and intimacy (see Table 5.12).  
Across all hierarchical regressions pertaining to the prediction of the subscales for 
avoidance motives, age was not a significant control variable in step 1. However, gender was 
positively associated with avoid rejection and avoid verbal manipulation. Specifically, 
women were more likely than men to endorse the motives of avoiding rejection and avoiding 
verbal manipulation. In relation to step 2, attachment anxiety and avoidance were significant 
predictors of all avoidance motivation subscales. Specifically, attachment anxiety and 
avoidance were both positively associated with the motives of avoiding: rejection, verbal 
manipulation and negative affect when being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion. In 
relation to mating strategies, Step 2 revealed that both short-term and long-term mating 
strategies were not significantly associated with any of the subscales for avoidance 
motivations (see Table 5.12).  
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Table 5.12 
Multiple regression analyses: Concurrent validity for the Victim/Target version of the SCAAM-Q (global approach and avoidance motivations 
and subscales used as outcome variables) 
 
 Global Motivations Subscales for Avoidance Motivations 
  Approach Motivations Avoidance Motivations Avoid Rejection Verbal Manipulation Negative Affect 
 R = .35, F(6,673) = 15.64, p < .001 R = .40, F(6,673) = 21.65, p < .001 R = .38, F(6,673) = 18.41, p < .001 R = .26, F(6,673) = 8.28, p < .001 R = .31, F(6,673) = 12.02, p < .001 
    b SE   β R2   b SE   β R2   b SE   β R2  b SE  β R2   b SE   β R2 
Step1       .00       .01
*       .01*       .01*       .00 
     Age  .00 .00 -.03    .00 .01 -.01    .00 .01  .01   .01 .01 .05   -.01 .01 -.05   
     Gender  .06 .06  .04    .19 .08  .10
*    .25 .10  .10
**   .24 .08 .12
**    .09 .15  .02   
Step 2       .12***       .15***       .13***       .06***       .09*** 
     Age  .00 .00 -.01   -.01 .01 -.04    .00 .01  .00   .00 .01 .03   -.02 .01 -.08   
     Gender  .02 .06  .01    .16 .07  .08
*    .20 .09  .08
*   .23 .08 .11
**    .05 .15  .01   
    Attachment Anxiety  .20 .02  .32
***    .23 .03  .28***    .24 .04  .25
***   .07 .03 .09
*    .37 .06  .24
***   
    Attachment Avoidance -.05 .03 -.07    .19 .03  .22
***    .25 .04  .23
***   .19 .04 .21
***    .15 .07  .09
*   
    Short-term mating 
    strategies 
 .11 .04  .14**    .04 .05  .04   -.07 .06 -.05   .04 .05 .04    .16 .10  .08   
    Long-term mating 
    strategies  
 .13 .05  .14**   -.01 .06 -.01    .08 .07  .05   .05 .06 .04   -.16 .12 -.07   
Subscales for Approach Motivations 
  Love and Intimacy Self-Validation Material Rewards Enjoyment and Pleasure  
 R = .40, F(6,673) = 20.96, p < .001 R = .39, F(6,673) = 20.22, p < .001 R = .26, F(6,673) = 8.27, p < .001 R = .25, F(6,673) = 7.41, p < .001  
    b SE   β R2   b SE   β R2  b SE  β R2   b SE  β R2  
Step1       .00       .00       .00       .00  
     Age -.01 .01 -.04   -.01 .01 -.02   .00 .00 .01    .00 .01 -.01    
     Gender  .02 .09  .01    .21 .15  .05   .02 .06 .02   -.03 .07 -.02    
Step 2       .16
***       .15***       .07
***       .06
***  
     Age  .00 .01  .01   -.01 .01 -.03   .00 .00 .00    .00 .00  .00    
     Gender -.03 .08 -.01    .11 .14  .03   .02 .05 .01   -.03 .07 -.02    
    Attachment Anxiety  .11 .03  .12
**    .53 .06  .35
***   .09 .02 .16***    .06 .03  .08
*    
    Attachment Avoidance -.30 .04 -.29
***    .17 .07  .10
**   .09 .02 .15***   -.17 .03 -.21
***    
    Short-term mating 
    strategies 
 .05 .06  .04    .12 .09  .06   .09 .04 .13
*    .19 .05  .20
***    
    Long-term mating 
    strategies  
 .30 .07  .21***    .06 .11  .02   .08 .04 .10    .09 .06  .08    
Note: * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
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5.3.5.1.2 Approach and Avoidance Motivations for Sexual Coercion as 
Dependent (Outcome) Variables: Perpetration.  
5.3.5.1.2.1 Global approach and avoidance motives as dependent variables. The 
hierarchical regression predicting global approach motivations was significant (see Table 
5.13). In step 1, the control variables (age and gender) were not found to be significant 
predictors of approach motivations. In step 2, both attachment anxiety (not attachment 
avoidance) and short-term mating strategies were found to be positively associated with 
approach motivations (see Table 5.13).  
 The hierarchical regression predicting global avoidance motivations was significant 
(see Table 5.13). At step 1, the control variables (age and gender) were not found to be 
significant predictors of avoidance motivations. In step 2, attachment anxiety, attachment 
avoidance, and short-term mating strategies (but not long-term mating strategies) were found 
to be positively associated with avoidance motivations (see Table 5.13).  
 
5.3.5.1.2.2 Subscales for approach and avoidance motives as dependent variables. 
The hierarchical regressions predicting the approach and avoidance motivation subscales 
were all statistically significant (see Table 5.13). In relation to the hierarchical regressions 
pertaining to the prediction of the subscales for approach motives, the control variable of age 
entered in step 1, was revealed to be significantly negatively associated with the approach 
motivation of increasing social status, and remained significant in step 2. Specifically, the 
results show that as age increases, it is less likely that an individual will be engaging in the 
perpetration of subtle sexual coercion to increase their social status. The control variable of 
gender, entered in step 1, revealed to be significantly negatively associated with the 
approach motivations of increasing social status, and power, control and dominance, and 
these associations remained significant at step 2. Specifically, the results show that men were 
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more likely to endorse the motives of increasing their social status and approaching power, 
control and dominance for being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion (see Table 5.13).  
In relation to step 2, attachment anxiety was a significant predictor across all 
hierarchical regressions for which approach motivation subscales were the outcome 
variables, and attachment avoidance was a significant predictor for three of the five 
subscales for approach motivations as outcome variables. Specifically, attachment anxiety 
was positively associated with all approach motivations, while attachment avoidance was 
positively associated with the motivations of increasing social status and power, control and 
dominance, but negatively associated with love and intimacy (see Table 5.13). As for mating 
strategies, step 2 revealed that short-term mating strategies were positively associated with 
the approach motivation of enjoyment and pleasure, while long-term mating strategies were 
positively associated with the approach motivation of love and intimacy, but negatively 
associated with the approach motivation of increasing social status (see Table 5.13).  
Across all hierarchical regressions pertaining to the prediction of the subscales for 
avoidance motives, the control variable of age, entered in step 1, did not reveal any 
significant associations (see Table 5.13). The control variable of gender, entered in step 1, 
revealed to be significantly negatively associated with the avoidance motivation of avoiding 
peer pressure, and remained significant at step 2. Specifically, the results show that men 
were more likely to engage in the perpetration of subtle sexual coercion to avoid peer 
pressure. In relation to step 2, attachment anxiety was a significant predictor of all avoidance 
motivation subscales, and attachment avoidance was a significant predictor of all avoidance 
motivation subscales, with the exception of negative affect. Specifically, attachment anxiety 
was positively associated with the motives of avoiding: rejection, peer pressure, discussion 
and negative affect when being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. Attachment 
avoidance was positively associated with the motives of avoiding: rejection, peer pressure, 
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Table 5.13 
Multiple regression analyses: Concurrent validity for the Perpetration version of the SCAAM-Q (global approach and avoidance motivations 
and subscales used as outcome variables) 
 Global Motivations Subscales for Avoidance Motivations 
  Approach Motivations Global Avoidance Motivations Global Avoid Rejection Avoid Peer Pressure Avoid Discussion Negative Affect 
 R = .33, F(6,750) = 15.53, p < .001 R = .45, F(6,750) = 31.85, p < .001 R = .40, F(6,750) = 24.39, p < .001 R = .30, F(6,750) = 12.00, p < .001 R = .39, F(6,750) = 23.01, p < .001 R = .35, F(6,750) = 17.06, p < .001 
    b SE   β R
2   b SE   β R2   b SE   β R2   b SE   β R2   b SE   β R2   b SE   β R2 
Step1 
   
.00 
   
.00 
   
.01* 
   
.02** 
       
.00 
   Age 
-.01 .01 -.03 
 
-.01 .00 -.05 
 
-.01 .01 -.06 
 
-.01 .00 -.06 
 
-.01 .01 -.06 
.00 
.00 .01 -.01 
 
   Gender 
-.09 .08 -.04 
 
.00 .06 .00 
 
.18 .10 .07 
 
-.16 .04 -.14*** 
 
-.03 .07 -.02 
 
 .02 .13  .00 
 
Step 2 
 
 
 
 
 
.11*** 
 
 
 
 
 .20*** 
   
.15*** 
   
.07*** 
 
 
 
 
 
 .15*** 
   
.12*** 
    Age 
.00 .01 .03 
 
.00 .00 .03 
 
.00 .01 .02 
 
.00 .00 -.02 
 
.00 .00 -.01 
 
.01 .01 .05 
 
    Gender 
-.11 .08 -.05 
 
.03 .06 .02 
 
.22 .09 .09* 
 
-.13 .04 -.12** 
 
.03 .07 .02 
 
 .02 .12  .00 
 
   Attachment 
   Anxiety 
.29 .03 .33*** 
 
.25 .02 .37*** 
 
.32 .04 .31*** 
 
.08 .02 .16*** 
 
.12 .03 .15*** 
 
 .48 .05  .35*** 
 
   Attachment 
   Avoidance 
-.04 .04 -.04 
 
.14 .03 .18*** 
 
.24 .04 .20*** 
 
.10 .02 .17*** 
 
.27 .03 .30*** 
 
-.03 .06 -.02 
    Short-term 
   mating 
   strategies 
.11 .05 .09* 
 
.08 .04 .09* 
 
-.01 .06 -.01 
 
-.01 .03 -.01 
 
.14 .04 .13** 
 
 .21 .08  .11* 
    Long-term 
   mating 
   strategies  
.05 .06 .04 
 
.01 .05 .01 
 
.00 .07 .00 
 
-.04 .04 -.05 
 
.04 .06 .04 
 
 .02 .10  .01 
 Note: * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
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Table 5.13 continued.  
 
Subscales for Approach Motivations 
 
  
 
Love and Intimacy 
 
 
Self-Validation 
 
 
Increase Social Status 
 
 
Power, Control and Dominance 
 
 
Enjoyment and Pleasure 
 
 R = .32, F(6,750) = 14.39, p < .001 R = .40, F(6,750) = 24.24, p < .001 R = .32, F(6,750) = 13.90, p < .001 R = .27, F(6,750) = 9.74, p < .001 R = .25, F(6,750) = 7.98, p < .001 
  
   b SE   β R2    b SE   β R2    b SE    β R2    b SE    β R2    b SE    β R2 
Step1 
      .01       .00       .03***       .02**        
.01 
    Age 
-.01 .01 -.05   -.01 .01 -.02   -.01 .00 -.12**   -.01 .01 -.06    .01 .01  .04   
    Gender 
 .19 .13  .05    .03 .14  .01   -.21 .04 -.17***   -.30 .08 -.14***   -.17 .14 -.05   
Step 2 
      .10***    
  
  .16***       .07***       .05***      
  
.06*** 
   Age 
 .00 .01 -.01    .01 .01  .05   -.01 .00 -.09*   .00 .01 -.03    .02 .01  .07   
   Gender 
 .05 .13  .01    .04 .13  .01   -.17 .04 -.14***   -.26 .08 -.12**   -.19 .14 -.05   
   Attachment 
   Anxiety 
 .29 .05  .20***    .61 .05  .40***    .08 .02  .16***   .16 .03  .18***    .31 .06  .20***   
   Attachment 
   Avoidance 
-.34 .06 -.20***    .04 .06  .02    .07 .02  .12**   .11 .04  .11**   -.09 .07 -.05   
   Short-term     
   mating strategies 
 .04 .09  .02    .17 .09  .08   -.01 .03 -.02   -.03 .06 -.02    .37 .10  .18***   
   Long-term 
   mating strategies  
 .31 .11  .14**    .00 .11  .00   -.11 .04 -.14**   -.11 .07 -.08    .16 .12  .07   
Note: * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
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and discussion when being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion (see Table 5.13). As for 
mating strategies, step 2 revealed that short-term mating strategies were positively associated 
with the avoidance motivations of avoiding discussion and negative affect, while long-term 
mating strategies were not significantly associated with any of the subscales for avoidance 
motivations. 
 
5.3.5.2 SCAAM-Q Motivations as Independent (Predictor) Variables  
As a second step in assessing the concurrent validity of the two versions of the 
SCAAM-Q (both the victim/target and perpetrator versions), both the global scales (i.e., 
higher order approach and avoidance) and subscales (lower order facets of approach and 
avoidance motivations) were used as independent variables in predicting various outcomes 
associated with sexual coercion as well as sexual behaviour and relationship quality more 
generally. The analyses involving the approach and avoidance motivation scales as predictor 
variables took the form of hierarchical multiple regressions in which age and gender were 
entered in at Step 1 as control variables. At step 2, either the global or subscale approach and 
avoidance motivations (for the victim/target or perpetrator version of the SCAAM-Q) were 
entered. The outcome variables of interest included relationship quality, previous 
experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion, and the tendency 
to pursue goals related to the functioning of the sexual behavioural system (i.e., sexual 
system sub-goals).  
The hierarchical regressions demonstrating the associations between the outcome 
variables and approach and avoidance motivations (both global and subscale) for both the 
victim/target and perpetration of subtle sexual coercion are presented below. The results 
presented below are structured such that the multiple regressions related to the victim/target 
global approach and avoidance motivations are presented first, followed by regression 
analyses conducted pertaining to the victim/target approach and avoidance motivation 
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subscales. The hierarchical regressions demonstrating the associations between the approach 
and avoidance motivation scales and outcome variables are presented in the same order 
when reporting on the perpetrator versions of the SCAAM-Q.  
 
5.3.5.2.1 Approach and Avoidance Motivations for Sexual Coercion as 
Independent (Predictor) Variables: Victim/Target. 
5.3.5.2.1.1 Global approach and avoidance motives as independent variables. The 
hierarchical regressions in which global approach and avoidance motivations were included 
as predictor variables (step 2) alongside the control variables of age and gender (step 1) were 
all statistically significant (see Table 5.14). Across all hierarchical regressions, the addition 
of the global approach and avoidance motivations at step 2 significantly increased the 
variance explained across all outcome variables. In relation to relationship quality as the 
outcome variable, age was significantly negatively associated with relationship quality at 
both step 1 and step 2, however gender was not a significant predictor of relationship quality. 
Global approach motivations for being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion were 
positively associated with relationship quality, while avoidance motivations were negatively 
associated with relationship quality, with both motives demonstrating coefficients of similar 
magnitude (see Table 5.14).   
In relation to sexual coercion victimisation as the outcome variable (i.e., previous 
experiences of being the victim of sexual coercion), age and gender were both significantly 
positively associated with sexual coercion victimisation at both step 1 and step 2 (see Table 
5.14). Global approach motivations for being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion 
were not significantly associated with sexual coercion victimisation, however global 
avoidance motivations were significantly positively associated with sexual coercion 
victimisation, with the magnitude of the coefficient being moderate.  
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In relation to the sub goals of the sexual behavioural system as outcome variables, 
age was significantly positively associated with relationship initiation and maintaining the 
bond at both step 1 and step 2 (see Table 5.14). At both step 1 and step 2, gender was 
significantly positively associated with negative reactions associated with sex, and 
significantly negatively associated with maintaining the bond, and sexual pleasure and 
motivation. At step 2, global approach motivations for being the victim/target of subtle 
sexual coercion were significantly positively associated with using sex to initiate a 
relationship, using sex to maintain the bond in a relationship, and for sexual pleasure and 
motivation, and significantly negatively associated with negative reactions associated with 
sex. Global avoidance motivations were significantly positively associated with using sex to 
initiate a relationship, using sex to maintain the bond in a relationship, and negative 
reactions associated with sex, and significantly negatively associated with sexual pleasure 
and motivation. Global avoidance motivations were a slightly stronger predictor of using sex 
for relationship initiation and negative reactions associated with sex, in comparison to global 
approach motivations (see Table 5.14). In contrast, global approach motivations were more 
strongly associated with both using sex to maintain the bond in the relationship and for 
sexual pleasure and motivation, with a magnitude that was close to three times the size of 
avoidance motivations.  
 
5.3.5.2.1.2 Subscales for approach and avoidance motives as independent variables. 
The hierarchical regression analyses in which the subscale approach and avoidance 
motivations were included as predictor variables (step 2) alongside the control variables of 
age and gender (step 1) were all statistically significant (see Table 5.14). Across all 
hierarchical regressions, the addition of the subscale approach and avoidance motivations at 
step 2 significantly increased the variance explained across all outcome variables. In relation 
to relationship quality as the outcome variable, age was significantly negatively associated 
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with relationship quality (at both step 1 and step 2), while gender was not significantly 
associated with relationship quality at step 1, but at step 2 it was significantly positively 
associated with relationship quality. At step 2, engaging in sex to approach love and 
intimacy and enjoyment and pleasure when being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion 
were both significantly positively associated with relationship quality. In contrast, engaging 
in sex to approach self-validation and avoid verbal manipulation when being the 
victim/target of subtle sexual coercion were both significantly negatively associated with 
relationship quality.   
In relation to sexual coercion victimisation as the outcome variable (i.e., previous 
experiences of being the victim of sexual coercion), age and gender were both significantly 
positively associated with it at both step 1 and step 2 (see Table 5.14). At step 2, 
approaching self-validation, approaching material rewards, avoiding rejection, and avoiding 
verbal manipulation when being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion were all 
significantly positively associated with previous experiences of being the victim of sexual 
coercion.  
In relation to the sub goals of the sexual behavioural system as outcome variables 
(the four subscales), age was significantly positively associated with relationship initiation 
and maintaining the bond at both step 1 and step 2 (see Table 5.14). At both step 1 and step 
2, gender was significantly positively associated with negative reactions associated with sex, 
and significantly negatively associated with maintaining the bond, and sexual pleasure and 
motivation. At step 2, the approach motivations of self-validation, material rewards, and 
enjoyment and pleasure, and the avoidance motivation of avoiding negative affect were 
significantly positively associated with engaging in sex for relationship initiation, while the 
approach motivation of love and intimacy was significantly negatively associated with 
engaging in sex for relationship initiation. The approach motivation of self-validation, and
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Table 5.14  
Multiple regression analyses: Concurrent validity for the Victim/Target version of the SCAAM-Q (global approach and avoidance motivations 
and subscales used as predictor variables) 
 
Regression 
for global 
motivations 
RQ SCv Sb1 Sb2 Sb3 Sb4 
R = .33, F(4,675) = 20.21,  
p < .001 
R = .47, F(4,675) = 47.60,       
p < .001 
R = .37, F(4,675) = 27.05,  
p < .001 
R = .40, F(4,675) = 31.85, 
p < .001 
R = .48, F(4,675) = 49.65,  
p < .001 
R = .48, F(4,675) = 50.34,  
p < .001                     
  b SE   β R2  b SE β R2    b SE    β R2   b SE     β R2   b SE    β R2   b  SE      β R2 
 
                                                
Step1 
   
.03*** 
   
.03*** 
   
.04*** 
   
.02*** 
   
.02** 
   
.03*** 
Age -.02 .01 -.15*** 
 
.02 .01 .12** 
 
.06 .01 .17*** 
 
.00 .01   .01 
 
.02 .01 .09* 
 
.01 .01    .04 
 
Gender .12 .09   .05 
 
.36 .10  .15*** 
 
-.21 .18 -.05 
 
.43 .11 .15*** 
 
-.34 .14 -.10* 
 
-.45 .11 -.16*** 
 
Step 2 
   
.08*** 
   
.19*** 
    
.10*** 
   
.14*** 
   
.21*** 
   
.20*** 
Age -.02 .01 -.14*** 
 
.02 .01 .12** 
 
.06 .01 .18*** 
 
.00 .01   .00 
 
.02 .01 .10** 
 
.01 .01    .05 
 
Gender .16 .08   .07 
 
.26 .09  .11** 
 
-.33 .17 -.07 
 
.35 .10   .13** 
 
-.42 .12 -.12** 
 
-.47 .10 -.16*** 
 
Approach 
Motivations 
.38 .06 .27*** 
 
-.06 .06 -.04 
 
.51 .12 .17*** 
 
-.52 .07  -.29*** 
 
.87 .09 .39*** 
 
.90 .07 .49*** 
 
  
Avoidance 
Motivations 
-.32 .05 -.29*** 
 
.56 .05  .46*** 
 
.46 .09 .20*** 
 
.57 .06   .41*** 
 
.20 .07 .11** 
 
-.16 .06  -.11** 
 
Note: RQ = relationship quality, SCv = sexual coercion victim/target, Sb1 = relationship initiation, Sb2 = negative reactions, Sb3 = maintaining the bond, Sb4 = sexual pleasure and motivation.  
                          * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
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Table 5.14 continued.  
 
 
Regression 
for subscale 
motivations 
  
RQ SCv Sb1 Sb2 Sb3 Sb4 
R = .46, F(9,670) = 20.38, 
p < .001 
R = .55, F(9,670) = 32.59, 
p < .001 
R = .42, F(9,670) = 16.25, 
p < .001 
R = .56, F(9,670) = 34.44, 
p < .001 
R = .49, F(9,670) = 23.32, 
p < .001 
R = .61, F(9,670) = 44.55, 
p < .001 
   b  SE    β R2    b  SE    β R2     b  SE    β R2    b  SE    β R2     b  SE   β R2   b  SE    β R2 
Step1 
    
.03*** 
   
.03*** 
   
.04*** 
   
.02*** 
   
.02** 
   
.03*** 
 Age 
 
-.02 .01 -.15*** 
 
.02 .01  .12** 
 
.06 .01  .17*** 
 
.00 .01 .01 
 
.02 .01  .09* 
 
.01 .01  .04 
 
 Gender 
 
.12 .09 .05 
 
.36 .10  .15*** 
 
-.21 .18  -.05 
 
.43 .11 .15*** 
 
-.34 .14 -.10* 
 
-.45 .11 -.16*** 
 
Step 2 
  
 
  
.19*** 
 
 
  
.28*** 
 
 
 
  
.14*** 
   
.29*** 
  
 
 
.22*** 
   
.35*** 
 Age 
 
-.02 .01 -.13*** 
 
.02 .01  .10** 
 
.06 .01  .17*** 
 
.00 .01 -.01 
 
.02 .01  .10** 
 
.01 .01  .06 
 
 Gender 
 
.17 .08 .07* 
 
.22 .08  .09** 
 
-.29 .17  -.06 
 
.30 .09  .11** 
 
-.41 .12 -.12** 
 
-.41 .09 -.14*** 
 
 Love and 
 Intimacy 
 
.32 .04  .33***  -.06 .04 -.06  -.24 .08  -.12**  -.16 .04 -.13***  .13 .06  .08*  .18 .04  .14***  
 Self- 
 Validation 
 
-.08 .03 -.14**  .05 .03  .08*  .19 .05  .16***  .08 .03 .11**  .24 .04 .26***  .02 .03   .03  
 Material 
 Rewards 
 
.03 .06   .02  .25 .07  .14***  .47 .13  .14**  .07 .07   .04  .09 .10  .03  .11 .07   .06  
 Enjoyment 
 & Pleasure 
 
.14 .05 .12**  -.02 .05 -.02  .34 .11  .13**  -.45 .06 -.29***  .28 .08 .15***  .59 .06  .37***  
 Avoid 
 Rejection 
 
-.03 .04  -.03 
 
.17 .04  .16*** 
 
-.04 .09  -.02 
 
.25 .05  .22*** 
 
.03 .06  .02 
 
-.13 .05 -.11** 
 
Verbal     
Manipulation 
 
-.11 .05  -.10* 
 
.34 .05  .28*** 
 
.16 .10   .07 
 
.18 .05 .13** 
 
.03 .07  .02 
 
-.06 .05 -.04 
 
Negative 
Affect 
-.02 .02  -.04 
 
.03 .03  .05 
 
.16 .05 .13** 
 
-.03 .03  -.04 
 
.12 .04  .13** 
 
.16 .03  .21*** 
 
Note: RQ = relationship quality, SCv = sexual coercion victim/target, Sb1 = relationship initiation, Sb2 = negative reactions, Sb3 = maintaining the bond, Sb4 = sexual pleasure and motivation 
                  * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001
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the avoidance motivations of avoid rejection and avoid verbal manipulation, were all 
positively associated with the subscale of negative reactions associated with sex, whereas the 
approach motivations of love and intimacy and enjoyment and pleasure were both 
significantly negatively associated with negative reactions associated with sex. In terms of 
the third subscale of the sexual behavioural system, the approach motivations of love and 
intimacy, self-validation and enjoyment and pleasure, and the avoidance motivation of 
negative affect, were all found to be significantly positively associated with maintaining the 
bond in the relationship. Regarding the fourth and final subscale of the sexual behavioural 
system, the approach motivations of love and intimacy and enjoyment and pleasure, and the 
avoidance motivation of avoid negative affect, were all significantly positively associated 
with sexual pleasure and motivation, whereas the avoidance motivation of avoid rejection 
was significantly negatively associated with sexual pleasure and motivation. 
 
5.3.5.2.2 Approach and Avoidance Motivations for Sexual Coercion as 
Independent (Predictor) Variables: Perpetration. 
5.3.5.2.2.1 Global approach and avoidance motives as independent variables.  The 
hierarchical regressions in which global approach and avoidance motivations for being the 
perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion were included as predictor variables (step 2) alongside 
the control variables of age and gender (step 1) were all statistically significant (see Table 
5.15). Across all hierarchical regressions, the addition of the global approach and avoidance 
motivations at step 2 significantly increased the variance explained across all outcome 
variables. In relation to relationship quality as the outcome variable, gender was significantly 
positively associated with relationship quality at both step 1 and step 2, however age was not 
a significant predictor of relationship quality. Global approach motivations for being the 
perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion were positively associated with relationship quality, 
while global avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion were 
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significantly negatively associated with relationship quality, with avoidance motives 
demonstrating a slightly larger coefficient (see Table 5.15).   
In relation to sexual coercion perpetration as the outcome variable (i.e., previous 
experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion), age was significantly positively 
associated, and gender was significantly negatively associated with sexual coercion 
perpetration at both step 1 and step 2 (see Table 5.15). Global approach motivations and 
global avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion were both 
significantly positively associated with previous experiences of being the perpetrator of 
sexual coercion, and they were both of the same magnitude. 
In relation to the sub goals of the sexual behavioural system as outcome variables, 
age was significantly positively associated with relationship initiation and maintaining the 
bond at both step 1 and step 2 (see Table 5.15). At both step 1 and step 2, gender was 
significantly positively associated with negative reactions associated with sex, and 
significantly negatively associated with sexual pleasure and motivation. At step 2, global 
approach motivations for being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion were significantly 
positively associated with using sex to initiate a relationship, using sex to maintain the bond 
in a relationship, and for sexual pleasure and motivation, and significantly negatively 
associated with negative reactions associated with sex. Global avoidance motivations for 
sexual coercion perpetration were significantly positively associated with using sex to 
initiate a relationship and negative reactions associated with sex, and significantly negatively 
associated with sexual pleasure and motivation. Global approach and avoidance motivations 
for being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion both had coefficients of similar magnitude 
for engaging in sex for relationship initiation. In contrast, global approach motivations for 
sexual coercion perpetration were more strongly associated with engaging in sex for sexual 
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pleasure and motivation, with a magnitude that was more than double that of global 
avoidance motivations.  
 
5.3.5.2.2.2 Subscales for approach and avoidance motives as independent variables. 
The hierarchical regression analyses in which the subscale approach and avoidance 
motivations were included as predictor variables (step 2) alongside the control variables of 
age and gender (step 1) were all statistically significant (see Table 5.15). Across all 
hierarchical regressions, the addition of the subscale approach and avoidance motivations at 
step 2 significantly increased the variance explained across all outcome variables. In relation 
to relationship quality as the outcome variable, gender was significantly positively 
associated with relationship quality at both step 1 and 2, however age was a non-significant 
predictor of relationship quality. Engaging in sexual coercion perpetration to approach love 
and intimacy was significantly positively associated with relationship quality. In contrast, 
engaging in sexual coercion perpetration to approach self-validation, to avoid peer pressure, 
and to avoid discussion, were all significantly negatively associated with relationship 
quality.  
In relation to sexual coercion perpetration as the outcome variable (i.e., previous 
experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion), age was significantly positively 
associated, and gender was significantly negatively associated with it at both step 1 and 2 
(see Table 5.15). At step 2, the approach motivations of power, control and dominance and 
enjoyment and pleasure, and the avoidance motivation of avoiding negative affect when 
being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion, were all significantly positively associated 
with previous experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion.   
In relation to the sub goals of the sexual behavioural system as outcome variables, 
age was significantly positively associated with relationship initiation and maintaining the 
bond at both step 1 and step 2 (see Table 5.15). At both step 1 and step 2, gender was 
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significantly positively associated with negative reactions associated with sex, and 
significantly negatively associated with sexual pleasure and motivation. At step 2, the 
approach motivation of enjoyment and pleasure, and the avoidance motivation of avoiding 
discussion when being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion, were both significantly 
positively associated with engaging in sex for relationship initiation, while engaging in 
subtle sexual coercion perpetration to approach love and intimacy was significantly 
negatively associated with engaging in sex for relationship initiation. Engaging in the 
perpetration of subtle sexual coercion to approach self-validation, avoid rejection, avoid peer 
pressure, and avoid discussion, were all significantly positively associated with negative 
reactions associated with sex, whereas engaging in the perpetration of subtle sexual coercion 
to approach love and intimacy and enjoyment and pleasure were both significantly 
negatively associated with negative reactions associated with sex.  
In regards to the third subscale of the sexual behavioural system, the approach 
motivations of self-validation and enjoyment and pleasure, and the avoidance motivation of 
avoid discussion, were all significantly positively associated with maintaining the bond in 
the relationship. However, the approach motivation of power, control and dominance, was 
significantly negatively associated with maintaining the bond in the relationship. Regarding 
the fourth and final subscale of the sexual behavioural system, the approach motivation of 
enjoyment and pleasure and the avoidance motivation of avoid negative affect were both 
significantly positively associated with sexual pleasure and motivation, whereas the 
avoidance motivation of avoid rejection was significantly negatively associated with sexual 
pleasure and motivation.  
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Table 5.15  
Multiple regression analyses: Concurrent validity for the Perpetration version of the SCAAM-Q (global approach and avoidance motivations 
and subscales used as predictor variables) 
 
  RQ SCp Sb1 Sb2 Sb3 Sb4 
Regression 
for global 
motivations 
R = .34, F(4,752) = 24.72, 
p < .001 
R = .46, F(4,752) = 49.19, 
p < .001 
R = .40, F(4,752) = 34.97, 
p < .001 
R = .37, F(4,752) = 30.16, 
p < .001 
R = .50, F(4,752) = 61.57, 
p < .001 
R = .45, F(4,752) = 47.76, 
p < .001 
    b SE   β R2   b SE   β R2   b SE   β R2   b SE   β R2   b SE   β R2   b SE   β R2 
                         
Step1       .03***       .04***       .04***       .01*       .02**       .02** 
 Age  .00 .01 .01    .01 .00  .11**    .05 .01  .17***    .00 .01  .00    .03 .01  .10**    .01 .01  .06   
 Gender  .42 .08 .19***   -.13 .03 -.14***   -.28 .16 -.06    .31 .11  .10**   -.25 .14 -.07   -.31 .12 -.10**   
Step 2       .08***  
  
 
  
  .17***  
  
 
  
 
  
.12***  
  
 
  
  .13***  
  
 
  
 
  
.23***  
  
 
  
 
  
.19*** 
 Age  .00 .01  .00    .01 .00  .13***    .06 .01  .19***    .00 .01  .02    .03 .01  .12***    .02 .01  .07*   
 Gender  .44 .08  .20***   -.12 .03 -.13***   -.24 .15 -.06    .27 .11  .09*   -.17 .12 -.05   -.24 .11 -.08*   
 Approach 
 Motivations 
 .20 .05  .19***    .10 .02  .23***    .42 .09  .20***   -.40 .06 -.28***    .77 .07  .44***    .76 .06  .51***   
 Avoidance 
 Motivations 
-.49 .06 -.36***    .13 .02  .23***    .48 .11  .18***    .85 .08  .46***    .15 .09  .06   -.30 .08 -.16***   
Note: RQ = relationship quality, SCp = sexual coercion perpetration, Sb1 = relationship initiation, Sb2 = negative reactions, Sb3 = maintaining the bond, Sb4 = sexual pleasure and motivation 
               * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
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Table 5.15 continued.  
 
Regression 
for subscale 
motivations 
RQ SCp Sb1 Sb2 Sb3 Sb4 
R = .44, F(11,745) = 16.09, 
p < .001 
R = .48, F(11,745) = 20.58, 
p < .001 
R = .48, F(11,745) = 20.59, 
p < .001 
R = .47, F(11,745) = 18.87, 
p < .001 
R = .54, F(11,745) = 27.59, 
p < .001 
R = .54, F(11,745) = 28.27, 
p < .001 
 b SE   β R2   b SE β R2 b SE β R2 b SE β R2 b SE β R2 b SE β R2 
Step1       .03***       .04
***       .04***       .01
*       .02
**       .02
** 
 Age 
 
.00 
 
.01 
 
 .01   
 
 .01 
 
 .00 
 
 .11**   
 
 .05 
 
.01 
 
 .17***   
 
.00 
 
.01 
 
 .00   
 
.03 
 
.01 
 
 .10**   
 
.01 
 
.01 
 
 .06   
 Gender 
 
.42 
 
.08 
 
.19***   
 
-.13 
 
 .03 
 
-.14***   
 
-.28 
 
.16 
 
-.06   
 
.31 
 
.11 
 
 .10**   
 
-.25 
 
.14 
  
-.07   
 
-.31 
 
.12 
 
-.10**   
Step 2 
    
 
  .16*** 
 
  
 
  
 
  .19*** 
 
  
 
  
 
  .20*** 
 
  
 
  
 
  .21*** 
 
  
 
  
 
  .27*** 
 
  
 
  
 
  .28*** 
 Age 
 
.00 
 
.01 
 
 .01   
 
 .01 
 
 .00 
 
 .12**   
 
 .05 
 
.01 
 
 .16***   
 
.00 
 
.01 
 
 .02   
 
.03 
 
.01 
 
 .10**   
 
.01 
 
.01 
 
 .04   
 Gender 
 
.36 
 
.08 
 
.16*** 
  
 
-.10 
 
 .03 
 
-.11** 
  
 
-.17 
 
.15 
 
-.04 
  
 
.29 
 
.11 
 
 .09** 
  
 
-.24 
 
.12 
 
-.06 
  
 
-.26 
 
.10 
 
-.08* 
  
 Love and 
 Intimacy 
 
.20 
 
.03 
 
.31*** 
  
 
-.02 
 
 .01 
 
-.06 
  
 
-.25 
 
.05 
 
-.20*** 
  
 
-.18 
 
.04 
 
-.20*** 
  
 
.00 
 
.04 
 
 .00 
  
 
.06 
 
.04 
 
 .07 
  
 Self- 
 Validation 
 
-.10 
 
.03 
 
-.17** 
  
 
 .01 
 
 .01 
 
 .02 
  
 
.08 
 
.06 
 
 .07 
  
 
.11 
 
.04 
 
 .13** 
  
 
.24 
 
.05 
 
 .24*** 
  
 
-.03 
 
.04 
 
-.04 
  
 Power, 
 Control, 
 Dominance 
 
-.02 
 
.04 
 
-.02 
  
 
 .06 
 
.02 
 
.15*** 
  
 
.05 
 
.08 
 
 .03 
  
 
.07 
 
.06 
 
 .05 
  
 
-.16 
 
.06 
 
-.09* 
  
 
-.01 
 
.05 
 
 .00 
  
 Increase 
 Social 
 Status 
 
.15 
 
.10 
 
 .08 
  
 
-.06 
 
.04 
 
-.07 
  
 
.08 
 
.18 
 
 .02 
  
 
-.22 
 
.13 
 
-.09 
  
 
.13 
 
.15 
 
 .04 
  
 
.08 
 
.12 
 
 .03 
  
 Enjoyment 
 and 
 Pleasure 
 
-.02 
 
.03 
 
-.03 
  
 
.05 
 
.01 
 
.20*** 
  
 
.43 
 
.06 
 
 .37*** 
  
 
-.08 
 
.04 
 
-.10* 
  
 
.31 
 
.05 
 
 .31*** 
  
 
.35 
 
.04 
 
 .42*** 
  
 Avoid 
 Rejection 
 
-.06 
 
.04 
 
-.06 
  
 
.01 
 
.01 
 
 .03 
  
 
.07 
 
.07 
 
 .04 
  
 
.35 
 
.05 
 
 .29*** 
  
 
.00 
 
.06 
 
 .00 
  
 
-.17 
 
.05 
 
-.14*** 
  
 Avoid Peer 
 Pressure 
 
-.31 
 
.01 
 
-.16** 
  
 
.07 
 
.04 
 
 .09 
  
 
-.22 
 
.19 
 
-.06 
  
 
.31 
 
.13 
 
 .12* 
  
 
-.13 
 
.15 
 
-.04 
  
 
-.23 
 
.13 
 
-.08 
  
 Avoid 
 Discussion 
 
-.18 
 
.05 
 
-.15*** 
  
 
.03 
 
.02 
 
.07 
  
 
.43 
 
.09 
 
.18*** 
  
 
.14 
 
.06 
 
 .09* 
  
 
.15 
 
.08 
 
 .08* 
  
 
.04 
 
.06 
 
 .02 
  
 Negative 
 Affect 
 
.01 
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-.04 
  
 
.05 
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 .05 
  
 
.13 
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 .14** 
  
Note: RQ = relationship quality, SCp = sexual coercion perpetration, Sb1 = relationship initiation, Sb2 = negative reactions, Sb3 = maintaining the bond, Sb4 = sexual pleasure and motivation 
               * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
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5.3.6 Indirect Effects of Approach and Avoidance Motives 
Given that the primary aim of this thesis was to examine whether approach and 
avoidance motivations for subtle sexual coercion mediate the association between 
attachment style and being the victim/target or perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion, a series 
of specific indirect effect analyses were conducted. Firstly, the specific indirect effects 
related to the mediating role of the global approach and avoidance motivation scales for the 
two versions of the SCAAM-Q were estimated. To this end, these analyses tested whether 
global motivations mediated the association between attachment style and reports of being 
the victim/target or perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion respectively. Secondly, specific 
indirect effects were estimated in which the specific subscales associated with approach and 
avoidance motivations were entered as mediating variables between attachment style and 
sexual coercion (victim/target and perpetrator). Across all indirect effect analyses the 
sample(s) was bootstrapped to 5000 replications and the 95% bias-corrected confidence 
intervals were estimated (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). A significant mediation effect is found 
when the 95% confidence interval for the indirect effects does not include zero (Preacher & 
Hayes, 2008). 
 
5.3.6.1 Approach and Avoidance Motivations Mediating the Association 
Between Attachment Orientation and being the Victim/Target of Sexual Coercion. 
 The specific indirect effects test relating to the mediating role of global approach and 
avoidance motivations and the subscales related to approach and avoidance motivations for 
being the victim/target of sexual coercion are shown in Table 5.16. In relation to the 
mediating role of global motivations, specific indirect effects revealed that global avoidance 
motivations, and not approach motivations, mediated the association between attachment 
anxiety and being the victim/target of sexual coercion and attachment avoidance and being 
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the victim/target of sexual coercion. Specifically, attachment anxiety and avoidance were 
positively associated with global avoidance motivations, which in turn, were positively 
associated with being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion. 
 
Table 5.16 
Victim/Target Specific Indirect Effects 
 Estimate SE 95% CI 
Lower 
bound 
95% CI 
Upper 
bound 
Global Motives     
Att Anx  Global Approach Motives  SC(V) -.0212  .0125 -.0478  .0018 
Att Av  Global Approach Motives  SC(V)  .0011  .0039 -.0037  .0149 
Att Anx  Global Avoidance Motives  SC(V)  .1544***  .0236  .1119  .2037 
   Att Av  Global Avoidance Motives  SC(V)  .1488***  .0254  .1025  .2024 
Subscale (Specific) Motives     
   Att Anx  Love & Intimacy  SC(V) -.0055*  .0037 -.0155 -.0004 
   Att Av  Love & Intimacy  SC(V)  .0155  .0111 -.0040  .0398 
   Att Anx  Material Rewards  SC(V)  .0301***  .0105  .0117  .0537 
   Att Av  Material Rewards  SC(V)  .0326***  .0110  .0150  .0598 
   Att Anx  Self-Validation  SC(V)  .0298*  .0126  .0069  .0570 
   Att Av  Self-Validation  SC(V)  .0168**  .0079  .0040  .0354 
   Att Anx  Enjoyment & Pleasure  SC(V) -.0019  .0029 -.0112  .0015 
   Att Av  Enjoyment & Pleasure  SC(V)  .0052  .0066 -.0051  .0230 
   Att Anx  Avoid Rejection  SC(V)  .0303**  .0131  .0070  .0603 
   Att Av  Avoid Rejection  SC(V)  .0307**  .0133  .0077  .0610 
   Att Anx  Avoid Negative Affect  SC(V)  .0066  .0083 -.0090  .0235 
   Att Av  Avoid Negative Affect  SC(V)  .0043  .0062 -.0061  .0191 
   Att Anx  Avoid Verbal Manipulation  SC(V)  .0438***  .0138  .0198  .0737 
   Att Av  Avoid Verbal Manipulation  SC(V)  .0825***  .0199  .0490  .1272 
Note: Att Anx = Attachment anxiety, Att Av = Attachment avoidance, SC(V) = Sexual coercion   
victim/target.  * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
 
 
Specific indirect effect tests pertaining to the mediation analyses of the approach and 
avoidance motivation subscales revealed a number of indirect effects. As shown in Table 
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5.16, the approach motivations of love and intimacy, material rewards and self-validation, 
and the avoidance motivations of avoiding rejection and verbal manipulation mediated the 
association between attachment anxiety and being the victim/target of subtle sexual 
coercion. Specifically, attachment anxiety was negatively associated with love and intimacy, 
which in turn, was negatively associated with being the victim/target of sexual coercion. 
Furthermore, attachment anxiety was positively associated with material rewards, self-
validation, avoiding rejection, and avoiding verbal manipulation, which in turn, were 
positively associated with being the victim/target of sexual coercion.  The approach 
motivations of self-validation and material rewards, and the avoidance motivations of 
avoiding rejection and verbal manipulation, mediated the association between attachment 
avoidance and reports of being the victim/target of sexual coercion. Specifically, attachment 
avoidance was positively associated with material rewards, self-validation, avoiding 
rejection, and avoiding verbal manipulation, which in turn, were positively associated with 
being the victim/target of sexual coercion.   
 
5.3.6.2 Approach and Avoidance Motivations Mediating the Association 
Between Attachment Orientation and being the Perpetrator of Sexual Coercion. 
The specific indirect effects test relating to the mediating role of global approach and 
avoidance motivations and the subscales related to approach and avoidance motivations for 
being the perpetrator of sexual coercion are shown in Table 5.17. In relation to the mediating 
role of global motivations, specific indirect effects revealed that both motives mediated the 
association between attachment anxiety and the perpetration of sexual coercion. Specifically, 
attachment anxiety was positively associated with both approach and avoidance motivations, 
which in turn, were positively associated with the perpetration of sexual coercion. Global 
avoidance motivations (but not approach) mediated the association between attachment 
avoidance and the perpetration of sexual coercion. Attachment avoidance was positively 
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associated with avoidance motivations, and in turn, avoidance motivations were positively 
associated with the perpetration of sexual coercion. 
 
Table 5.17 
Perpetrator Specific Indirect Effects 
                                                                                      Estimate  SE 95% CI 
Lower 
bound 
95% CI 
Upper 
bound 
Global Motives     
Att Anx  Global Approach Motives  SC(P)  .0292***  .0053   .0196  .0411 
Att Av  Global Approach Motives  SC(P)  .0049  .0042 -.0026  .0141 
Att Anx  Global Avoidance Motives  SC(P)  .0318***  .0071  .0192  .0469 
   Att Av  Global Avoidance Motives  SC(P)  .0237***  .0060  .0129  .0365 
Subscale (Specific) Motives     
   Att Anx  Self-Validation  SC(P)  .0074  .0071 -.0059  .0225 
   Att Av  Self-Validation  SC(P)  .0025  .0026 -.0020  .0087 
   Att Anx  Love & Intimacy  SC(P) -.0067**  .0025 -.0124 -.0025 
   Att Av  Love & Intimacy  SC(P)  .0092**  .0033  .0037  .0165 
   Att Anx  Increase Social Status  SC(P) -.0053  .0037 -.0145  .0005 
   Att Av  Increase Social Status  SC(P) -.0075  .0055 -.0219  .0004 
   Att Anx  Power, Control & Dominance  SC(P)  .0122***  .0040  .0058  .0217 
   Att Av  Power, Control & Dominance  SC(P  .0125***  .0050  .0049  .0242 
   Att Anx  Enjoyment & Pleasure  SC(P)  .0153***  .0041  .0086  .0251 
   Att Av  Enjoyment & Pleasure  SC(P  .0023  .0041 -.0054  .0108 
   Att Anx  Avoid Rejection  SC(P)  .0035  .0050 -.0059  .0136 
   Att Av  Avoid Rejection  SC(P)  .0029  .0041 -.0046  .0117 
   Att Anx  Avoid Peer Pressure  SC(P)  .0070*  .0038  .0002  .0156 
   Att Av  Avoid Peer Pressure  SC(P)  .0115*  .0062  .0018  .0270 
   Att Anx  Avoid Negative Affect  SC(P)  .0142**  .0054  .0044  .0255 
   Att Av  Avoid Negative Affect  SC(P)  .0037**  .0024  .0003  .0105 
   Att Anx  Avoid Discussion  SC(P)  .0049  .0037 -.0015  .0137 
   Att Av  Avoid Discussion  SC(P)  .0112*  .0059  .0021  .0251 
Note: Att Anx = Attachment anxiety, Att Av = Attachment avoidance, SC(P) = Sexual coercion 
perpetration.  * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
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Specific indirect effect tests pertaining to the mediation analyses of the approach and 
avoidance motivation subscales revealed that the approach motivations of love and intimacy, 
power, control and dominance, and enjoyment and pleasure, and the avoidance motivations 
of avoiding peer pressure and avoiding negative affect mediated the association between 
attachment anxiety and being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion (see Table 5.17). 
Specifically, attachment anxiety was negatively associated with love and intimacy, which in 
turn, was negatively associated with the perpetration of sexual coercion. Furthermore, 
attachment anxiety was positively associated with power, control and dominance, enjoyment 
and pleasure, avoiding peer pressure, and avoiding negative affect, which in turn, were 
positively associated with the perpetration of subtle sexual coercion. The approach 
motivations of love and intimacy, and power, control and dominance, and the avoidance 
motivations of avoiding peer pressure, avoiding negative affect, and avoiding discussion, all 
mediated the association between attachment avoidance and being the perpetrator of sexual 
coercion (see Table 5.17). Specifically, attachment avoidance was positively associated with 
love and intimacy, power, control and dominance, avoiding peer pressure, avoiding negative 
affect, and avoiding discussion, which in turn, was positively associated with being the 
perpetrator of sexual coercion.   
5.4 Discussion 
The aim of this study was to develop and psychometrically validate two new 
measures related to the motivations associated with the subtle or less severe forms of sexual 
coercion. The aim of this study was achieved. Two new measures for approach and 
avoidance motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion were 
developed, and the psychometric properties of both measures were evaluated. While the aim 
of Study 1 focused on the broad secondary aim of this thesis, this study also addressed the 
broad primary aim which was to investigate whether approach and avoidance motivations 
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pertaining to subtle sexual coercion (at the global and subscale level) mediate the association 
between attachment style and being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
 
5.4.1 Interpreting Construct Validity of the SCAAM-Q (Hypothesis 1) 
In relation to the psychometric evaluation of measures to assess the motivations for 
being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion, a series of hypotheses were 
proposed. The first hypothesis centred on the construct validity of the two new measures, 
specifically, that both of the measures would yield a higher-order structure comprising of a 
global factor related to approach motivations and a global factor related to avoidance 
motivations. Hypothesis 1 was supported, as both of the measures resulted in factor 
structures that modelled global approach and global avoidance motivations with good to 
excellent fit. However, the results of the Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analyses also 
revealed a number of first-order factors pertaining to both approach and avoidance 
motivations. While no predictions were made as to the specific nature of the first-order 
approach and avoidance motivations (due to a lack of past research), the factors that emerged 
provided a good approximation to the data regarding the specific incentives/rewards and 
threats/punishments that may be salient when experiencing sexual coercion from either the 
victim/target and the perpetrator perspective. Furthermore, the model fit for both measures at 
the first-order level was superior to that when the measures are modelled as higher order 
constructs. Nevertheless, the fit was very good when modelling first-order and higher-order 
structures. 
While there are no previous measures of motivations for sexual coercion, some of the 
specific factors that were found in the SCAAM-Q are quite similar to the factors on other 
measures of motivations for sex in general (Browning, 2004; Cooper et al., 1998; Hill & 
Preston, 1996). For example, the enhancement (i.e., to enhance physical or emotional 
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pleasure) factor in the SMS (Cooper et al., 1998), and the pleasure factor in both the 
COSMIC (Browning, 2004) and the AMORE (Hill & Preston, 1996), are similar factors to 
the enjoyment and pleasure factor that emerged in both versions of the SCAAM-Q. In 
addition, the self-affirmation (i.e., to enhance self-esteem and feel more desirable and 
attractive) factor of the SMS is similar to the self-validation factor on both versions of the 
SCAAM-Q. Furthermore, the perpetration version of the SCAAM-Q includes items about 
increasing one’s social status and avoiding peer pressure, and the SMS (Cooper et al., 1998) 
and the COSMIC (Browning, 2004) both consist of subscales related to obtaining peer 
approval.  
While there are some similarities between the specific factors that have emerged in 
both versions of the SCAAM-Q and the factors that already exist in previous measures of 
motivations for sex in general (Browning, 2004; Cooper et al., 1998; Hill & Preston, 1996), 
the SCAAM-Q consists of a few new factors that are specific to motivations for sexual 
coercion (e.g., to avoid discussion, avoid rejection, and to obtain material rewards). In 
addition, the SCAAM-Q has organised the various different motivations that already existed 
in the literature on general sexual functioning, and has helped to determine what particular 
motivations are applicable and important when an individual is engaging in sexual coercion. 
Furthermore, both versions of the SCAAM-Q build on the previous measures assessing 
motives for sex in general, by providing measures of motivations that are specific to being 
the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. The two versions of the SCAAM-Q also 
add to the literature by organising the various motivations for sexual coercion into an elegant 
and comprehensive framework – a framework that classifies the various motivations into 
either motivations to approach incentives and rewards (i.e., approach motivations), or 
motivations to avoid threats and punishments (i.e., avoidance motivations).  
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Importantly, the findings pertaining to the construct validity of the measures suggests 
that modelling and assessing the motives for sexual coercion from both the victim/target and 
perpetrator perspectives can be approached in one of two ways. On the one hand, if a 
researcher is interested in assessing global approach and avoidance motivations regarding 
subtle sexual coercion, then calculating composite global factors can provide insights into 
the mean endorsement of people’s approach and avoidance motivations. These motivations 
also appear to act as important predictors of outcome variables with the experience of sexual 
coercion, relationship quality and the functioning of the sexual behavioural system (see 
Section 5.4.2). Moreover, the global approach and avoidance factors for both the 
victim/target and perpetrator versions of the SCAAM-Q explain greater variance across the 
items comprising each measure, through their association with first-order factors.  
However, when specific facets of approach and avoidance motivations regarding 
subtle sexual coercion are of interest to researchers, then the first-order subscales pertaining 
to approach and avoidance motives can be used. The assessment of subscales highlights the 
particular approach and avoidance motives that may be particularly salient for people 
experiencing subtle sexual coercion. Importantly, the factor structure of the specific 
subscales revealed that the first-order factors that underpin approach and avoidance 
motivations differ for victims/targets and perpetrators of sexual coercion. Specifically, 
approaching material rewards and avoiding verbal manipulation are specific motivations for 
being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion, and not the perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
Furthermore, approaching power, control and dominance, increasing one’s own social status, 
avoiding peer pressure, and avoiding discussion, are all motivations that are specific to being 
the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion, and not the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion. 
However, there are some motivations that can be motivations for being the victim/target as 
well as the perpetrator of sexual coercion. For example, approaching self-validation, love 
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and intimacy, enjoyment and pleasure, avoiding rejection, and avoiding negative affect, are 
all motivations that both the victim/target and perpetrator may have for engaging in subtle 
sexual coercion.   
 Furthermore, these specific motivations appear to play an important role in 
understanding the precise approach and avoidance motivations that may explain the 
association between individual difference variables and outcomes pertaining to the 
experience of sexual coercion and the functioning of the sexual behavioural system. 
Relevant to this thesis, specific approach and avoidance motives appeared to provide insight 
into the precise motives that mediate the association between attachment anxiety and 
avoidance and being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion (for details see 
Section 5.4.3). 
5.4.2 Interpreting Concurrent Validity (Hypotheses 2a to 3d) 
The second set of hypotheses were centred around the concurrent validity of the 
victim/target and perpetration measures, where the global approach and avoidance 
motivations were used as dependent variables in a series of hierarchical regression analyses. 
Hypothesis 2a was fully supported, as attachment anxiety was found to be positively 
associated with both approach and avoidance motivations for being both the victim/target 
and perpetrator of sexual coercion. Hypothesis 2b was also fully supported, as attachment 
avoidance was found to be significantly positively associated with global avoidance 
motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
While there is no specific previous research that has purely investigated the 
associations between attachment style and approach and avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target or perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion, previous research has investigated the 
associations between attachment style and sexual coercion (see Karantzas et al., 2016 for a 
review). In addition, there have been studies investigating motivations for sexual coercion 
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and sexual functioning (Brassard et al., 2007; Davis et al., 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002; 
Schachner & Shaver, 2004; Tracy et al., 2003). The findings of these studies provide some 
indirect evidence that anxiously attached individuals may be likely to be both the 
victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion for motivations that can be classified as 
approach motivations (e.g., for love and intimacy [Davis et al., 2004]), as well as avoidance 
motivations (e.g., for fears of abandonment and rejection [Davis et al., 2004; Gentzler & 
Kerns, 2004]). The findings of these past studies also suggest that avoidantly attached 
individuals may be likely to be both the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion due 
to avoidance motives such as to avoid intimate and disclosing discussions and to avoid 
fulfilling relationship obligations (Brassard et al., 2007; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & 
Peplau, 2002). The findings of the present study provide direct evidence pertaining to the 
associations between attachment styles and motivations for experiencing sexual coercion 
that are in line with this previous research. Thus, it appears that global as well as nuanced 
facets pertaining to approach and avoidance motivations are tied to individual differences in 
adult attachment.  
Moreover, these motivations map on to the distinct insecurities associated with 
attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance. For example, in this study, attachment 
avoidance was found to be positively associated with being the perpetrator of subtle sexual 
coercion in order to avoid intimate discussion about one’s feelings and about the 
relationship, and positively associated with being the victim/target of sexual coercion to 
avoid feelings of negative affect. Furthermore, attachment anxiety was positively associated 
with being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion in order to approach 
self-validation, love and intimacy, and avoid rejection. These motivations are very closely 
aligned to the distinct insecurities that anxiously attached individuals have, such as their 
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heightened sensitivity to rejection and fears of abandonment, as well as their strong desire 
for intimacy and approval (Davis, 2006; Karantzas et al., 2016; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). 
In relation to the association between mating strategies and approach and avoidance 
motivations for subtle sexual coercion, it was hypothesised that short-term mating strategies 
would be positively associated with both approach and avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion (hypothesis 2c). This hypothesis was only 
partially supported. Specifically, short-term mating strategies were positively associated with 
global approach motivations for being both the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual 
coercion, however short-term mating strategies were only positively associated with global 
avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion, and not global 
avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion.  
It was also hypothesised that long-term mating strategies would be positively 
associated with both approach and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of 
sexual coercion, but not the perpetrator of sexual coercion (hypothesis 2d). This hypothesis 
was also only partially supported, as long-term mating strategies were found to be 
significantly positively associated with global approach motivations for being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, but there were no significant associations for avoidance 
motivations. As expected however, long-term mating strategies were not found to be 
associated with global approach and avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of 
sexual coercion.  
 The results suggest that when a victim or target of subtle sexual coercion endorses 
short-term mating strategies, then this is likely to be associated with harbouring approach 
motivations. These victim/target approach motivations appear to include a desire to 
experience enjoyment and pleasure or to obtain some material reward from the sexual 
partner – motives that align with seeking short-term rewards. The results also suggest that 
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short-term mating strategies are associated with both global approach and avoidance 
motivations for being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. That is, the perpetration of sexual 
coercion may be underpinned by approaching short-term gains and rewards, as well as the 
avoidance of short-term punishments. In relation to the specific approach and avoidance 
motivations for being the perpetrator of sexual coercion, short-term mating strategies were 
positively associated with the approach motivation of enjoyment and pleasure, and the 
avoidance motivations of avoiding discussion and avoiding negative affect.  
The findings also suggest that while long-term mating strategies may not have a 
connection with motivations for perpetrating sexual coercion, long-term mating strategies 
are related to approach motivations associated with being the victim/target of sexual 
coercion. An unpacking of global approach motivations by way of analysing the concurrent 
validity of the specific approach subscales revealed positive associations between long-term 
mating strategies and the approach motivation of love and intimacy. This result suggests that 
if an individual has a tendency for long-term mating strategies, then they may be more likely 
to be the victim/target of sexual coercion in order to experience intimacy and love with their 
romantic partner. 
Given that no past research has examined the association between mating strategies 
and motives for experiencing sexual coercion, the current study findings provide new 
insights into how mating strategies may be tied to motivational processes. Furthermore, the 
associations between the specific motivations and mating strategies provide an important 
drill-down into the motivational facets as they pertain to being the victim/target and 
perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion.  
The third set of hypotheses were centred around the concurrent validity of the 
victim/target and perpetration measures, where the global approach and avoidance 
motivations scales were used as independent variables in a series of hierarchical regression 
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analyses predicting the experience of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual 
coercion, perceived relationship quality, and the functioning of the sexual behavioural 
system by way of sub goals. The prediction associated with hypothesis 3a was that approach 
motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion would be 
positively associated with relationship quality, whereas avoidance motivations would be 
negatively associated with relationship quality. This hypothesis was fully supported.  
These results suggest that when an individual is either the victim/target or perpetrator 
of sexual coercion in order to approach an incentive or a reward, then that is associated with 
an increase in their perceived relationship quality. However, if an individual is either the 
victim/target or perpetrator of sexual coercion as a function of avoiding a cost or a 
punishment within their romantic relationship, then a decrease in perceived relationship 
quality is experienced. Previous research has found that sexual coercion in romantic 
relationships is associated with relationship quality (Collibee & Furman, 2014; Katz & 
Myhr, 2008). The results of this study support the previous research, and build on it by 
highlighting that the reasons why an individual is engaging in sexual coercion (i.e., to either 
approach an incentive or a reward, or avoid a cost or punishment) may influence whether 
individuals are likely to experience an increase or a decrease in their perceived relationship 
quality. Furthermore, the findings pertaining to approach and avoidance motivations 
regarding sexual coercion align with previous findings into the associations between 
relationship quality and approach and avoidance motivations for sex more generally. 
Specifically, Impett, Peplau, and Gable (2005) found that engaging in sex for approach 
motives is associated with greater wellbeing and overall relationship quality. However, 
engaging in sex for avoidance motives is associated with a reduction in wellbeing and lower 
relationship quality. The results of the present study support and extend on this previous 
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research by providing evidence for the associations between relationship quality and 
approach and avoidance motivations for sexual coercion specifically.   
The prediction associated with hypothesis 3b was that approach and avoidance 
motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion would be positively associated 
with previous experiences of being the victim/target, while approach and avoidance 
motivations for being the perpetrator of sexual coercion would be positively associated with 
previous experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. This hypothesis was largely 
supported, as approach and avoidance motivations for sexual coercion perpetration were 
both positively associated with previously being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
However, only avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion were 
significantly positively associated with previous experiences of being the victim/target of 
sexual coercion. While Gable’s (2006, 2012) model of approach-avoidance relationship 
motivations has not been extended in a formal manner to the investigation of sexual 
coercion, the associations pertaining to hypothesis 3b provide some of the first evidence in 
support of the application of this explanatory framework for the study of subtle sexual 
coercion. Specifically, the findings suggest that falling victim/target to sexual coercion is 
most likely associated with a motivation to avoid a punishment, and specifically, to avoid 
rejection and verbal manipulation, rather than to approach an incentive or a reward. In 
addition, the results suggest that the perpetration of sexual coercion appears to be associated 
with dual motives – approaching incentives and rewards, specifically, to feel powerful, 
dominant and in control, and for enjoyment and pleasure – and to avoid costs or 
punishments, specifically, to avoid feelings of negative affect.  
The prediction pertaining to hypothesis 3c was that approach motivations for being 
the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion would be associated with the sub goals 
of the sexual behavioural system. Specifically, it was assumed that approach motivations 
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would be positively associated with engaging in sex to initiate a relationship, to maintain the 
bond in the relationship, and for sexual pleasure and motivation, but negatively associated 
with negative reactions associated with sex. This hypothesis was fully supported. Although 
there is no specific previous research linking the sub goals of the sexual behavioural system 
to sexual coercion, the finding that approach motivations for engaging in sexual coercion 
(both as the victim/target and perpetrator) is associated with the sub goals of initiating a 
relationship, maintaining the bond in a relationship, and for sexual pleasure and motivation, 
speak to the role that motivations around sexual coercion play in facilitating the sexual 
system to meet its proximal goals. As discussed in Section 3.5 of this thesis, the sexual 
behavioural system is what drives an individual to engage in sex with another person for one 
of two main reasons: sexual pleasure or procreation (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Shaver & 
Mikulincer, 2012). In addition, the sexual behavioural system is tied to sexual attitudes and 
motivations for sex, and it can help to explain an individual’s sexual functioning across the 
many phases of a relationship – from the formation of a relationship to the maintenance of 
romantic relationships (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Shaver et al., 1988; Shaver & 
Mikulincer, 2012). Therefore, in instances when there is a discrepancy between partners in 
their desire to engage in sex, individuals may be motivated to engage in sexual coercion to 
approach a range of incentives and rewards that may help to facilitate the sexual system to 
meet its goals, specifically, to engage in sex to experience sexual pleasure and relationship 
closeness.  
The prediction related to hypothesis 3d was that avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion would be negatively associated with the 
sexual system sub goals of engaging in sex to initiate a relationship, to maintain the bond in 
the relationship, and for sexual pleasure and motivation, and positively associated with 
negative reactions associated with sex. This hypothesis was only partially supported. 
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Engaging in subtle sexual coercion for global avoidance motivations (both as the 
victim/target and perpetrator) was found to be positively associated with negative reactions 
associated with sex, and negatively associated with sexual pleasure and motivation, as 
predicted. The positive association between avoidance motives for sexual coercion and 
negative reactions associated with sex speaks to the negative sentiments that may be 
associated with sexual coercion. Engaging in sexual coercion to avoid a threat or a 
punishment is likely to be a negative experience for individuals, as the individual is focused 
on avoiding something negative from occurring, such as the immediate and/or persistent 
pressure from their partner to engage in sex (e.g., psychological manipulation such as 
inciting guilt, begging and pleading [Katz & Tirone, 2010; Impett & Peplau, 2003; 
Karantzas et al., 2016]). Hence, the results of this study indicate that when individuals are 
engaging in sexual coercion for avoidance motivations, it is unlikely that they are seeking 
sexual pleasure; rather, they are driven to assuage negative thoughts and feelings.  
Hypothesis 3d was only partially supported because avoidance motivations for subtle 
sexual coercion (for both victim/target and perpetrator) were found to be positively 
associated with engaging in sex for relationship initiation, rather than negatively associated. 
Furthermore, avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion were 
found to be positively associated with engaging in sex to maintain the bond in the 
relationship, rather than negatively associated. While it was not anticipated that global 
avoidance motivations for sexual coercion would be positively associated with the sexual 
behavioural system sub goals of relationship initiation and maintaining the bond in the 
relationship (due to avoidance motivations being about avoiding threats and punishments), it 
is possible that being in a romantic relationship may mitigate the experience of particular 
threats and punishments, which could help to explain the positive association. Thus, 
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examining the specific avoidance motivations for subtle sexual coercion may help to clarify 
these associations.  
At the specific level, being the victim/target of sexual coercion in order to avoid 
negative affect was positively associated with the sub goals of initiating a relationship and 
maintaining the bond in the relationship. For some individuals, being in a relationship may 
be a way of minimising feelings of loneliness, and these individuals may be motivated to 
engage in sex to both initiate a relationship and to maintain a relationship, as they may 
believe that being in a relationship will protect themselves against feeling alone or 
experiencing loneliness (Essex & Nam, 1987; Herbert, Silver, & Ellard, 1991). Therefore, in 
situations of sexual coercion, individuals may become the victim/target of subtle sexual 
coercion from their partner in an attempt to minimise being alone, and because they may 
want to be in a romantic relationship with the perpetrator. For perpetration, engaging in 
subtle sexual coercion to avoid discussion was found to be positively associated with 
engaging in sex for relationship initiation. When individuals are being the perpetrator of 
sexual coercion, they are the one that is initiating sex, and the relationship initiation sub goal 
of the sexual behavioural system is about seeing sex as a good foundation on which to build 
a relationship. Therefore, some individuals may wish to avoid intimate discussions about 
their feelings and where the relationship is heading, and instead, may prefer to engage in 
sexual coercion perpetration, and use sex as a way to progress the relationship instead of 
discussing the relationship with the partner.  
5.4.3 Testing the Mediating Role of Approach and Avoidance Motivations in the 
Association between Attachment Style and Subtle Sexual Coercion - Victim/Target and 
Perpetrator Perspectives (Hypotheses 4a and 4b) 
The fourth set of hypotheses focused on the primary aim of this thesis, which was to 
determine the extent to which approach and avoidance motivations related to being the 
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perpetrator and victim/target of sexual coercion mediate the association between attachment 
style and experiences of sexual coercion. Firstly, it was hypothesised that both approach and 
avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion would both mediate the 
association between attachment anxiety and previous experiences of being the victim/target 
of sexual coercion (hypothesis 4a). Specifically, that attachment anxiety and attachment 
avoidance would be positively associated with both approach and avoidance motivations, 
and in turn, both approach and avoidance motivations would be positively associated with 
previous experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion. This hypothesis was 
partially supported, with avoidance motivations (not approach motivations) mediating the 
association between attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance and being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion in the expected directions. In particular, attachment anxiety 
and avoidance were both positively associated with avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, and in turn, avoidance motivations were positively 
associated with previous experiences of being the victim/target.  
The mediation findings indicate that global avoidance motivations have more of a 
role to play in the association between attachment style and being the victim/target of sexual 
coercion, than global approach motivations. As discussed in Chapter 3, given that 
individuals high in attachment anxiety and/or avoidance are sensitive to threats and 
punishments (e.g., Gillath et al., 2016; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016) it seems plausible that 
avoidance motives pertaining to sexual coercion (both being the victim/target and 
perpetrator) may be particularly important as explanatory variables. Previous research 
suggests that an avoidantly attached individual may be likely to be the victim/target of 
sexual coercion as a way to defend against emotional closeness and the need to avoid dealing 
with relationship issues, aspects of relationships that these individuals deem as threatening 
(Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). In addition, previous research has found that motives related 
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to protecting oneself against abandonment and loss of interest by one’s partner (i.e., 
avoidance motivations) were found to mediate the association between attachment anxiety 
and being the victim/target of sexual coercion (Impett & Peplau, 2002; Tracy et al., 2003). 
Therefore, the results of Study 1 support previous research, in that the association between 
attachment style and experiences of being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion appears 
to be partly explained by motivations around avoiding personal or relationship threats or 
punishments. 
At the specific level, two avoidance motivations and three approach motivations 
were significant mediators. Approaching self-validation, material rewards, avoiding rejection 
from a partner, and avoiding verbal manipulation, were all found to mediate the association 
between attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance and previous experiences of being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion. Furthermore, love and intimacy was found to be a 
significant mediator of the association between attachment anxiety (and not attachment 
avoidance) and previous experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion. While 
there were no hypotheses around the specific motivations that may mediate the association 
between attachment style and previous experiences of being the victim/target of sexual 
coercion, some of the specific motivations that were found as mediators in this study are in 
line with the motivations that have been discussed in past research (Impett & Peplau, 2002; 
Tracy et al., 2003). For instance, protecting oneself from abandonment and loss of interest 
by one’s partner (i.e., avoiding rejection) has been found to mediate the association between 
attachment anxiety and being the victim/target of sexual coercion (Impett & Peplau, 2002; 
Tracey et al., 2003). In addition, previous research has found that motives pertaining to the 
desire to have needs for love and intimacy met have been found to be associated with 
attachment anxiety (Davis et al., 2004), and the results of this study are in line with this 
research. However, this study found a negative mediation effect for love and intimacy. This 
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suggests that when anxiously attached individuals are motivated to engage in sex to express 
love to their partner and to increase intimacy in the relationship, they actually perceive 
themselves as likely to be the victim/target to sexual coercion.  
The findings of this study also speak to the emergence of newly uncovered 
motivations as mediators for the association between individual differences in attachment 
and experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion. Past research has not found 
material rewards to be a significant mediator, and very little research has discussed self-
validation and avoiding verbal manipulation as being possible mediators. Therefore, these 
results provide important new insights into specific motivations that may help to explain the 
association between individual differences in attachment style and experiences of being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion. Importantly, these motivations align with the cognitive-
behavioural tendencies of insecurely attached individuals. For example, research has found 
that individuals high in attachment anxiety have a strong desire to gain approval and 
validation from their partner (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012), Therefore, these individuals may 
be particularly likely to be the victim/target of sexual coercion to approach self-validation, as 
anxiously attached individuals may see sex as a way to gain approval from their partner, and 
avoidantly attached individuals may see sex as a way to bolster their self image. 
Furthermore, anxiously attached individuals may see gifts from their partner as a sign of 
their partner’s love for them, and as a result they may be prone to falling victim/target to 
sexual coercion in order to obtain material rewards.  
In contrast, individuals high in attachment avoidance tend to engage in sex for self-
enhancement strategies (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Furthermore, avoidantly attached 
individuals have a tendency to engage in exchange relationships rather than communal 
relationships (Bartz & Lydon, 2006; Bartz & Lydon, 2008; Beck & Clark, 2009; Clark, 
Lemay, Graham, Pataki, & Finkel, 2010). Therefore, it is possible that when their partner is 
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offering them a gift in exchange for sexual relations, these individuals may engage in sex 
and thus fall victim or be the target of sexual coercion in order to approach the material 
reward.  
 Secondly, it was hypothesised that both approach and avoidance motivations for 
being the perpetrator of sexual coercion would mediate the association between attachment 
anxiety and attachment avoidance and being the perpetrator of sexual coercion (hypothesis 
4b). Specifically, attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance would be positively 
associated with both approach and avoidance motivations, and in turn, both approach and 
avoidance motivations would be positively associated with previous experiences of being the 
perpetrator of sexual coercion. This hypothesis was partially supported with approach and 
avoidance motives both mediating the association between attachment anxiety and the 
perpetration of subtle sexual coercion, while only avoidance motives mediated the 
association between attachment avoidance and perpetration.  
Previous research has found attachment anxiety to be associated with the perpetration 
of sexual coercion (Brassard et al., 2007; Davis et al., 2004; Schachner & Shaver, 2004), and 
the research has found that the motivations an anxiously attached individual may endorse for 
engaging in perpetration appear to be associated with approach and avoidance motivations. 
For example, previous research has found that an anxiously attached individual may be 
motivated to be the perpetrator in order to experience a sense of power or control, or to 
experience emotional closeness and validation (i.e., approach motivations [Davis et al., 
2004; Schachner & Shaver, 2004]), or to regulate one’s emotions and assuage chronic 
feelings of insecurity and worry (i.e., avoidance motivations [Impett et al., 2008; Schachner 
& Shaver, 2004]). Therefore, the results of Study 1 support previous research. 
In terms of attachment avoidance, previous research suggests that avoidantly attached 
individuals have a discomfort with closeness, and they construe sex in ways that minimise 
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their intimacy and interdependence (Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004), and 
therefore, may be likely to engage in sexual coercion perpetration in order to avoid closeness 
and intimacy, as well as negative emotions (i.e., avoidance motivations). The results of 
Study 1 support past research, and suggest that the diverse set of motives that appear to be 
associated with attachment avoidance when it comes to the perpetration of subtle sexual 
coercion can be best conceptualised as avoidance motivations.  
At the specific level, approaching love and intimacy, power, control and dominance, 
avoiding peer pressure, and avoiding negative affect, were all found to be significant 
mediators of the associations between both attachment anxiety and avoidance, and previous 
experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. In addition, approaching enjoyment 
and pleasure was a significant mediator of the association between attachment anxiety and 
experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. Avoiding discussion was a 
significant mediator for the association between attachment avoidance and previous 
experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. Some of these specific motivations 
have been discussed in previous research, however new motivations were also uncovered as 
mediators that have not been found in past research.   
Engaging in sexual coercion to avoid peer pressure was found to be a significant 
mediator for both attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance and experiences of being the 
perpetrator of sexual coercion. This finding suggests that for insecurely attached individuals, 
experiencing pressure (and possible ridicule) from one’s peers to engage in sex is a threat 
that they may wish to avoid, and it may lead them to perpetrate sexual coercion in order to 
avoid or alleviate such peer pressure.  
Enjoyment and pleasure was found to be a significant mediator for the association 
between attachment anxiety and the perpetration of sexual coercion. This finding may 
suggest that despite anxiously attached individuals reporting less enjoyment of sex than 
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securely attached individuals (Birnbaum et al., 2006; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012), those 
high in attachment anxiety are still motivated to seek out sexual enjoyment and pleasure. At 
times, this approach motivation may be so strong, that coupled with their preoccupation with 
relationship partners, that they may coerce their partner to engage in sex with them.  
Previous research has found attachment anxiety to be positively associated with 
being the perpetrator of sexual coercion in order to manipulate the partner and to experience 
a sense of power or control, as well as to experience emotional closeness (Davis et al., 2004; 
Schachner & Shaver, 2004). These results are mostly in line with the results of this study, as 
power, control and dominance and love and intimacy were found to be significant mediators. 
However, there was a negative effect found for love and intimacy when mediating the 
association between attachment anxiety and sexual coercion perpetration. This finding 
indicates that if anxiously attached individuals want to engage in sex with their partner to 
express love and to increase intimacy in the relationship, then they are unlikely to engage in 
sexual coercion perpetration. Whereas for avoidantly attached individuals, this mediation 
effect was positive, and thus if love and intimacy is sought, then the perpetration of sexual 
coercion may ensue. The positive association for avoidantly attached individuals could be 
explained by their tendency to maintain a sense of independence and self-reliance when in a 
relationship (Karantzas et al., 2010), and therefore when they are seeking love and intimacy 
from their partner, they may turn to sexual coercion perpetration as an indirect way of 
meeting their needs for love and intimacy. Whereas for anxiously attached individuals, these 
individuals crave love and comfort and engage in a range of behaviours to promote a sense 
of love and comfort in their relationship (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). However sexual 
coercion within relationships can be extremely detrimental to the victim/target because it 
breaks the victim’s trust in the perpetrator and can have a negative impact on the relationship 
(Byers & O’Sullivan, 2013), therefore perpetrating sexual coercion is unlikely to foster a 
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sense of love and comfort in the relationship, and anxiously attached individuals may turn to 
other behaviours in order to promote love and intimacy in the relationship instead of using 
coercion. 
Finally, previous research has also suggested that the perpetration of sexual coercion 
can be used to regulate one’s emotions (Davis et al., 2004), and this study found that 
avoiding feelings of negative affect was a significant mediator for the association between 
both attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance and previous experiences of being the 
perpetrator of sexual coercion. For avoidantly attached individuals, sex can be used as a 
mechanism to minimise or mitigate the experience of negative emotions (Mikulincer & 
Shaver, 2007), and the perpetration of sexual coercion may be used as an indirect means to 
seek support and closeness to deal with negative emotions (Davis et al., 2004). For anxiously 
attached individuals, sex may be used to assuage chronic feelings of insecurity and worry 
(Impett et al., 2008; Schachner & Shaver, 2004), and thus, when an anxiously attached 
individual’s partner is uninterested and refuses sex, the refusal may further heighten the 
activation of the attachment system and significantly exacerbate feelings of distress, worry 
and insecurity (Davis, 2006). As a result of the compounding hyperactivation of the 
attachment behavioural system, anxiously attached individuals may experience an increase 
in the drive to engage in sex, which could increase the likelihood of them engaging in 
sexually coercive behaviour (Davis, 2006).   
In terms of avoiding discussion, previous research has found that avoidantly attached 
individuals dislike emotional disclosure, and they tend to avoid intimate discussions with 
their partners (Brassard et al., 2007; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002). The 
results of this study support this, and suggest that when a partner of an avoidantly attached 
individual may wish to engage in a discussion about the relationship, these individuals may 
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default to strategies to convince their partner to engage in sex in order to avoid further 
relationship discussions of emotional disclosure.   
5.5 Summary 
As part of Study 1, a new measure termed the Sexual Coercion Approach-Avoidance 
Motivations Questionnaire ([SCAAM-Q], consisting of both victim/target and perpetrator 
versions) was developed to assess the approach and avoidance motivations associated 
experiences of subtle sexual coercion. The two versions of the measure were found to 
encompass global assessments of approach and avoidance motivations (at the higher-order 
level) as well as specific assessments (at the first-order level) of approach and avoidance 
motives. In terms of the victim/target version of the measure, these specific motives include 
four approach motivations (love and intimacy, material rewards, self-validation, and 
enjoyment and pleasure), and three avoidance motivations (avoid rejection, avoid negative 
affect, and avoid verbal manipulation). In relation to the perpetration version of the 
SCAAM-Q, the specific motives include five approach motivations (self-validation, love and 
intimacy, increase social status, power, control and dominance, and enjoyment and pleasure) 
and four avoidance motivations (to avoid rejection, to avoid peer pressure, to avoid negative 
affect, and to avoid discussion). The global and specific motivation sub scales of the two 
versions of the SCAAM-Q demonstrate good to excellent internal consistency. 
The criterion-related validity assessments of the two versions of the SCAAM-Q 
highlight the promise and utility of the measure. In summary, approach and avoidance 
motivations across the two versions of the SCAAM-Q were found to have associations with 
experiences of sexual coercion. Both approach and avoidance motivations across the two 
versions of the measure were associated with being the victim/target and the perpetrator of 
subtle sexual coercion. The specific motivations of approaching self-validation, material 
rewards, avoiding rejection, and avoiding manipulation, were all associated with being the 
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victim/target, while the specific motivations of power, control and dominance, enjoyment 
and pleasure, and negative affect, were all associated with perpetration. In terms of the 
general functioning of the sexual behavioural system by way of its sub goals, global 
approach motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion were 
found to be positively associated with relationship initiation, maintaining the bond, and 
sexual pleasure and motivation, and negatively associated with negative reactions associated 
with sex. Global avoidance motivations were found to be positively associated with 
relationship initiation, negative reactions associated with sex, and maintaining the bond 
(only for the victim/target), and negatively associated with sexual pleasure and motivation. 
In terms of relationship quality – avoidance motivations were negatively associated with 
relationship quality, while approach motivations were positively associated with relationship 
quality (for both the victim/target and perpetrator).  
Further, short-term and long-term mating strategies were also found to have 
associations with approach and avoidance motivations pertaining to experiences of subtle 
sexual coercion. Specifically, both short-term and long-term mating strategies were 
positively associated with global approach motivations (but not avoidance motivations) for 
being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion, and short-term mating strategies (but not 
long-term mating strategies) were positively associated with both global approach and 
avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. For attachment, 
attachment anxiety was positively associated with both global approach and avoidance 
motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion, while 
attachment avoidance was positively associated with global avoidance motivations (but not 
approach motivations) for being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. 
These findings suggest that approach and avoidance motivations associated with subtle 
sexual coercion, as assessed using the SCAAM-Q, are indeed associated with experiences of 
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being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion, and they also share associations 
with the functioning of the sexual behavioural system, assessments of relationship quality, 
individual differences in attachment style, as well as the mating strategies endorsed by 
individuals.  
Finally, in line with the primary aim of this thesis, global as well as specific approach 
and avoidance motivations were found to mediate the association between attachment style 
and the experience of subtle sexual coercion as a victim/target and perpetrator. These 
findings suggest that approach and avoidance motives may indeed be a key explanatory 
mechanism in understanding the association between individual differences in adult 
attachment and experiences of sexual coercion. 
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Chapter 6 - Study 2 
 This chapter reports on a second validation study of the two versions of the SCAAM-
Q developed in Study 1 (see Chapter 5). The chapter provides a brief introduction into the 
study along with the study aims and hypotheses. This is then followed by a description of the 
methodology, reporting of the results and a brief discussion of the study findings.  
6.1 Introduction, Aims and Hypotheses 
The purpose of this study is to confirm the factor structure of the two versions of the 
SCAAM-Q through a construct re-validation of the factor structure found in Study 1. This 
was achieved by modelling the same first-order and higher order factor structures that 
resulted in the best fit in Study 1 by way of CFA. Study 2 also extends on the assessment of 
criterion-related validity conducted in Study 1. As part of Study 2, the associations between 
the approach and avoidance motivations at the global and specific level were examined in 
relation to experiences of sexual coercion (both as victim/target and perpetrator), 
relationship quality, and attachment style. The examination of these associations was 
identical to those examined in Study 1.  
However, in this study, the associations between approach and avoidance 
motivations for subtle sexual coercion (as assessed by the two versions of the SCAAM-Q – 
victim/target and perpetrator) and mating strategies was assessed by way of sociosexuality 
(i.e., a person’s willingness to engage in uncommitted sexual activity with a person whom 
they do not share a long-term relationship [Simpson & Gangestad, 1991]). Sociosexuality 
was used as an assessment of mating strategies given that it reflects both a distal 
evolutionary facet of individual differences and reflects a unidimensional rather than 
multidimensional assessment of mating strategies (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991; Simpson, 
Wilson, & Winterheld, 2004). Sociosexuality is seen as a continuum, where low ends of the 
 166 
sociosexuality spectrum reflect individuals that follow more monogamous mating strategies 
and long-term mating strategies (Schmitt, 2005; Simpson et al., 2004). Whereas high ends on 
the sociosexuality spectrum reflect individuals that are more sexually promiscuous and 
engage in short-term mating strategies (Schmitt, 2005; Schmitt & Shackelford, 2008; 
Simpson et al., 2004). Studies have found that sociosexuality can be assessed as a global 
construct, but it also has components related to peoples attitudes, desire, and motivations and 
behaviours around sociosexuality, such that someone with a high desire for sex and attitudes 
towards promiscuity and behaviours around engaging in promiscuous sex are all seen to 
contribute to the notion of having a short-term mating strategy (thus high sociosexuality), 
whereas more restrictive attitudes, conservative behaviours and low desire seem to be 
associated more with low sociosexuality (thus long-term mating strategies [Penke & 
Asendorpf, 2008; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991]). Literature to date has provided strong 
support for the unidimensional conceptualisation of sociosexuality and the unidimensional 
nature of mating strategies (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991; Simpson et al., 2004). To this end, 
it was viewed as important to determine how approach and avoidance motivations for sexual 
coercion were associated with unidimensional assessments of individual differences in 
mating strategies.  
Finally, as part of Study 2, the primary aim of this thesis was again addressed by way 
of investigating the extent to which the global and specific approach and avoidance 
motivations for experiencing subtle sexual coercion mediated the association between 
attachment style and being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
The results of Study 1 revealed that the two versions of the SCAAM-Q consisted of 
global approach and avoidance motivations, as well as a number of specific approach and 
avoidance motivations. Therefore, a number of the hypotheses in this study regarding 
construct validation of the two versions of the SCAAM-Q extended beyond the hypotheses 
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pertaining to the higher-order global approach and avoidance motives proposed in Study 1, 
to also include hypotheses regarding the composition of the specific subscales at the first-
order level. To this end, construct validity hypotheses for Study 2 were based on the results 
of the construct validity results of Study 1 as well as the theoretical discussion linking 
attachment style to motives and experiences of sexual coercion addressed in Sections 3.7 and 
4.4.  
In relation to the construct validity of the victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q, it 
was hypothesised that:  
(1a) the measure would encompass a higher-order approach motivation factor and 
four first-order factors constituting of love and intimacy, material rewards, self-validation, 
and enjoyment and pleasure. 
(1b) the measure would encompass a higher order avoidance motivation factor and 
three first-order factors comprising of to avoid rejection, to avoid negative affect, and to 
avoid verbal manipulation.  
In relation to the construct validity of the perpetrator version of the SCAAM-Q, it 
was hypothesised that:  
(2a) the measure would encompass a higher-order approach motivation factor and 
five first-order factors constituting of self-validation, love and intimacy, to increase social 
status, power, control and dominance, and enjoyment and pleasure.  
(2b) the measure would encompass a higher order avoidance motivation factor and 
four first-order factors comprising of to avoid rejection, to avoid peer pressure, to avoid 
negative affect, and to avoid discussion.  
In relation to the concurrent validity of the victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q 
(using both the global and specific approach and avoidance motives as either independent or 
dependent variables), it was hypothesised that:  
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(3a) attachment anxiety, sociosexuality, and being the victim/target of sexual 
coercion would be positively associated with global approach motivations and with the 
specific approach motivations of love and intimacy, self-validation, material rewards, and 
enjoyment and pleasure. 
(3b) attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, sociosexuality, and being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion would be positively associated with global avoidance 
motivations and with the specific avoidance motivations of avoid rejection, avoid negative 
affect, and avoid verbal manipulation.  
(3c) attachment avoidance would not demonstrate a significant association with 
global approach motivations, but would be positively associated with the specific approach 
motivations of self-validation and material rewards, and negatively associated with the 
specific approach motivations of love and intimacy and enjoyment and pleasure.  
(3d) relationship quality would be positively associated with global and specific 
approach motivations (i.e., love and intimacy, self-validation, material rewards, and 
enjoyment and pleasure.), and negatively associated with global and specific avoidance 
motivations (i.e., avoid rejection, avoid negative affect, and avoid verbal manipulation).  
 In relation to the concurrent validity of the perpetrator version of the SCAAM-Q 
(using both the global and specific approach and avoidance motives as either independent or 
dependent variables), it was hypothesised that:  
(4a) attachment anxiety, sociosexuality and being the perpetrator of sexual coercion 
would be positively associated with both the global approach motivations and with the 
specific approach motivations of love and intimacy, self-validation, power, control and 
dominance, and enjoyment and pleasure. 
(4b) attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, and being the perpetrator of sexual 
coercion would be positively associated with global avoidance motivations and the specific 
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avoidance motivations of avoid rejection, avoid peer pressure, avoid discussion, and avoid 
negative affect.  
(4c) attachment avoidance would not demonstrate a significant association with 
global approach motivations, but would be positively associated with the specific approach 
motivations of increase social status, and power, control and dominance, and negatively 
associated with the approach motivation of love and intimacy.  
(4d) relationship quality would be positively associated with global and with the 
specific approach motivations (i.e., love and intimacy, self-validation, increase social status, 
power, control and dominance, and enjoyment and pleasure) and negatively associated with 
global and with the specific avoidance motivations (i.e., avoid rejection, avoid negative 
affect, avoid peer pressure, and avoid discussion).  
 In line with the primary aim of this thesis (i.e., the extent that approach and 
avoidance motivations for subtle sexual coercion mediate the link between attachment style 
and experiences of sexual coercion [victim/target and perpetrator perspectives]) it was 
hypothesised that:  
(5a) global approach and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target and 
perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion would mediate the association between attachment 
anxiety and attachment avoidance and experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator 
of sexual coercion. Specifically, it was hypothesised that attachment anxiety and attachment 
avoidance would both be positively associated with global approach and avoidance 
motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion, and in turn, 
global approach and avoidance motivations would be positively associated with experiences 
of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
(5b) the specific approach motivations of material rewards, self-validation, 
enjoyment and pleasure, and the specific avoidance motivations of avoid rejection and avoid 
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verbal manipulation, and avoiding negative affect would mediate the association between 
attachment avoidance and previous experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion. 
Specifically, it was hypothesised that attachment avoidance would be positively associated 
with the above-mentioned specific approach and avoidance motivations, in turn, these 
specific approach motives would be positively associated with experiences of being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion.  
(5c) the specific approach motivations of love and intimacy, material rewards, self-
validation, enjoyment and pleasure, and the specific avoidance motivations of avoid 
rejection, avoid verbal manipulation, and avoiding negative affect would mediate the 
association between attachment anxiety and previous experiences of being the victim/target 
of sexual coercion. Specifically, it was hypothesised that attachment anxiety would be 
positively associated with the above-mentioned specific approach and avoidance 
motivations, which in turn, would be positively associated with experiences of being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion.  
(5d) the specific approach motivations of self-validation, increase social status, 
power, control and dominance, enjoyment and pleasure; and the specific avoidance 
motivations of avoid peer pressure, avoid negative affect, avoid rejection, and avoid 
discussion, would all mediate the association between attachment avoidance and being the 
perpetrator of sexual coercion. Specifically, it was hypothesised that attachment avoidance 
would be positively associated with the above-mentioned specific approach and avoidance 
motivations, and in turn, these motivations would be positively associated with being the 
perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
(5e) the specific approach motivations of love and intimacy, self-validation, power, 
control and dominance, enjoyment and pleasure; and the specific avoidance motivations of 
avoiding negative affect, and avoiding rejection, would mediate the association between 
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attachment anxiety and being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. Specifically, it was 
hypothesised that attachment anxiety would be positively associated with above-mentioned 
specific approach and avoidance motivations, and in turn, these motivations would be 
positively associated, with being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
6.2 Method 
6.2.1 Participants 
A total of 500 adults (M age = 24.31 years, SD = 6.37 years, 150 men, 342 women, 8 
other) who were currently in or had previously been in a romantic relationship participated 
in this study. In this study, the majority (87.6%) of participants were recruited from Western 
industrialised countries with strong Anglo-American and Anglo-Saxon backgrounds 
(Australia and New Zealand [50.8%], United States [28.4%], United Kingdom [4.6%] and 
Canada [3.8%]). The remaining 12.4% of participants were from a mix of Western European 
(4.8%), Scandinavian (1.6%), Eastern European (2%), Indo-Asian (1.8%), South American 
(1%) and South African (1.2%) backgrounds. The average relationship length either present 
or past was 3.27 years (SD = 4.01 years). Over three-quarters of the participants (76.6%) 
were currently in a relationship at the time of completing the survey, and 23.4% were not but 
had been in a romantic relationship in the past. The participants relationship status was 
single (17.2%), casually dating (8.2%), steady dating (39%), cohabiting (20.6%), engaged 
(4.2%), married (10.6%) and divorced (0.2%). In terms of sexual orientation, 73.8% of 
participants identified as straight, 6.0% of participants identified as gay or lesbian, 15.4% of 
participants identified as bisexual, and 4.8% of participants said “other”. Ninety-one percent 
of participants said that their current or most recent romantic relationship is/was a 
heterosexual relationship, 7.4% said it is/was a same-sex relationship, and 1.6% said “other”. 
All participants had previously engaged in sexual intercourse. 
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6.2.2 Materials and Procedure 
Approval to conduct the research was obtained from Deakin Universities Human 
Research Ethics Committee (DUHREC: 2014-179 [Appendix B]). An advertisement to 
participate in this study (Appendix C) was posted online to Facebook and other social media 
websites such as Reddit, where potential participants were invited to click on a link that took 
them to the URL address of the study to view the Plain Language Statement (Appendix D). 
A link to the survey was posted to the researcher’s Facebook page, as well as other Facebook 
groups. After reading the Plain Language Statement, interested participants were then able to 
complete the anonymous online survey that took approximately 40 minutes to complete. 
Submission of the data at the end of the survey implied consent due to the anonymous nature 
of the study. At the end of the online survey, participants were presented with a thank-you 
page that also included a short debrief about the study (Appendix E). 
After reading the Plain Language Statement, participants completed a demographics 
questionnaire (see Appendix A) that included questions regarding age, gender, if they have 
ever been in a romantic relationship, if they were currently in a romantic relationship, the 
length of their current or most recent romantic relationship, their sexual orientation, 
relationship status, postcode (if Australian) and birth country. 
Consistent with Study 1, participants completed an assessment of their attachment as 
measured by the Experiences in Close Relationship Scale Short Form (ECR-S; Wei et al., 
2007), as well as a measure assessing their relationship quality via the Perceived 
Relationship Quality Components Inventory (PRQC; Fletcher et al., 2000), and the 
Perpetrator and Victim of Sexual Coercion Scales (Mathes & McCoy, 2011); for details 
regarding these measures see Section 5.2.2).  
Participants also completed the two measures of the Sexual Coercion Approach-
Avoidance Motivations Questionnaires (SCAAM-Q) that were developed as a result of 
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Study 1. The victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q consists of 21 items that are separated 
into two subscales; 12 items are approach motivation items, and 9 are avoidance motivation 
items (see Appendix F for full list of items and scoring). The approach motivations subscale 
is made up of four factors, with three items per factor: love and intimacy, material rewards, 
self-validation and enjoyment and pleasure. The avoidance motivations subscale is made up 
of three factors, with three items per factor: to avoid rejection, to avoid negative affect, and 
to avoid verbal manipulation. All items are rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (very 
uncharacteristic of me) to 7 (very characteristic of me).  
In addition to the victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q, participants also completed 
the perpetration version of the SCAAM-Q that was developed as a result of Study 1. The 
perpetration version of the SCAAM-Q consists of 27 items that are separated into two 
subscales; 15 items are approach motivation items, and 12 items are avoidance motivation 
items (see Appendix G for full list of items and scoring). The approach motivations subscale 
is made up of five factors, with three items per factor: self-validation, love and intimacy, to 
increase social status, power, control and dominance, and enjoyment and pleasure. The 
avoidance motivations subscale is made up of four factors, with three items per factor: to 
avoid rejection, to avoid peer pressure, to avoid negative affect, and to avoid discussion. All 
items are rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (very uncharacteristic of me) to 7 (very 
characteristic of me). 
To further assess the concurrent validity of the two new measures created in Study 1, 
participants also completed a further two measures. Participants completed the Revised 
Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI-R; Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). The SOI-R is a 9-
item questionnaire that assesses a person’s sociosexuality. Items 1-3 form the behaviour 
facet, and consist of items that require a frequency response (e.g., “With how many different 
partners have you had sexual intercourse on one and only one occasion?”). These items are 
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rated on a 9-point likert scale ranging from 1 (0) to 9 (20 or more). Items 4-6 form the 
attitude facet, and consist of items that are rated on a 9-point likert scale ranging from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree). An example of an item that forms the attitude facet 
is, “Sex without love is OK”. Items 7-9 form the desire facet and consist of items related to 
sexual desire. An example of an item that forms the desire facet is “How often do you 
experience sexual arousal when you are in contact with someone you are not in a committed 
romantic relationship with?” The items are rated on a 9-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 
9 (at least once a day). In addition, all 9 items can be aggregated to give a global 
(unidimensional) score of sociosexuality.  
Participants also completed the Sexual Coercion in Intimate Relationships Scale 
(SCIRS; Goetz & Shackelford, 2011). The SCIRS consists of 34 items rated on a 6-point 
rating scale where participants indicate how often in the past month a particular event has 
occurred. The scale ranges from 0 (act did not occur in the past month) to 5 (act occurred 11 
or more times in the past month). The SCIRS is made up of 3 factors: resource 
manipulation/violence, commitment manipulation, and defection threat. The SCIRS consists 
of two different versions: one version assesses women’s reports of their partner’s sexually 
coercive behaviours, and the other version assesses men’s own self-reports of their own 
sexually coercive behaviours (Goetz & Shackelford, 2011). However, this is considered a 
limitation of the measure, because evidence suggests that women are not always the victims 
of sexual coercion, and men are not always the perpetrators (Byers & O’Sullivan, 2013). 
Therefore in this study, the measure was slightly modified. All pronouns in the items (e.g., 
he/she) were made to be gender neutral, so that all participants completed the same measure, 
regardless of their gender. For example, an item in the original scale is: “My partner 
persisted in asking me to have sex with him, even though he knew that I did not want to”. 
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This item was changed in the current study to be: “My partner persisted in asking me to have 
sex with them, even though they knew that I did not want to”.  
6.3 Results 
6.3.1 Treatment of Missing Data and Assumptions of Normality (Item Level) for 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
Missing data analysis revealed a total of five cases that had more than 10% missing 
data and were thus deleted from the analysis. Missing value analysis revealed that no single 
item had more than 2% missing data; therefore missing values were replaced using 
expectation maximisation (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). The data revealed no univariate or 
multivariate outliers (zresiduals < ± 2.58, p > .05; Mahalanobis Distance = 368.02, p > .05). 
As shown in Tables 6.1 and 6.2, the absolute values of univariate skewness and kurtosis for 
each item in the final versions of the SCAAM-Q were largely in line with cut-offs associated 
with the non-biased estimation of Confirmatory Factor Analytic (CFA) models (i.e., 
skewness ≤ ± 2 and kurtosis ≤ ± 7 [DeCarlo, 1997]). Consistent with Study 1, some items 
demonstrated values above these thresholds, however these deviations were minor and no 
transformations appeared justified as the distribution of scores reflected the low endorsement 
of items which reflect motives that are reported with less prevalence in past studies (e.g., 
Meston & Buss, 2007). For example, item 11 in the victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q 
“I consented to sex because my partner hinted that they would give me gifts or other benefits 
if I had sex with them”, and item 5 in the perpetrator version of the SCAAM-Q “I convinced 
my partner to have sex with me to increase my social status” both had values slightly above 
the cut-offs, however Meston and Buss (2007) found that motivations around obtaining gifts 
and increasing one’s social status were motives for sex that were not highly endorsed, and in 
this study these items were also not highly endorsed. Table 6.1 shows the descriptive 
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statistics for each item in the victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q, and Table 6.2 shows 
the descriptive statistics for each item in the perpetrator version of the SCAAM-Q.  
 
Table 6.1 
Descriptive Statistics for the Items in the Victim/Target Version of the SCAAM-Q 
Variables 
 
M 
 
SD 
 
Range 
 
Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic SE Statistic SE 
1. I consented to sex to make emotional connections with my 
partner. 
 
4.88 1.95 1-7 -0.71 .11 -0.54 .22 
2. I consented to sex with my partner because I was worried that 
my partner wouldn’t want me if I didn’t have sex with them. 
 
2.18 1.70 1-7 1.41 .11 0.96 .22 
3. I consented to sex with my partner to prove my attractiveness. 
 
2.49 1.79 1-7 0.98 .11 -0.22 .22 
4. I consented to sex because my partner offered to buy me 
something if I agreed to have sex with them. 
 
1.10 0.50 1-5 2.61 .11 7.23 .22 
5. I consented to sex because my partner verbally pressured me. 
 
1.44 1.18 1-7 3.10 .11 6.11 .22 
6. I consented to sex with my partner to satisfy my sexual needs. 
 
5.54 1.79 1-7 -1.30 .11 0.72 .22 
7. I consented to sex with my partner because it helps me feel 
better when I’m feeling lonely. 
 
3.06 1.95 1-7 0.48 .11 -1.09 .22 
8. I consented to sex to express love to my partner. 
 
6.03 1.42 1-7 -1.71 .11 2.55 .22 
9. I consented to sex because I was afraid my partner would leave 
me if I didn’t have sex with them. 
 
1.94 1.58 1-7 1.76 .11 2.12 .22 
10. I consented to sex with my partner to feel better about myself. 
 
2.75 1.86 1-7 0.73 .11 -0.71 .22 
11. I consented to sex because my partner hinted that they would 
give me gifts or other benefits if I had sex with them. 
 
1.12 0.58 1-6 2.04 .11 7.35 .22 
12. I consented to sex because my partner begged me until I could 
not argue anymore. 
 
1.55 1.30 1-7 2.51 .11 5.50 .22 
13. I consented to sex with my partner because it feels good. 
 
6.19 1.38 1-7 -2.05 .11 3.92 .22 
14. I consented to sex with my partner because it helps me cope 
better when I am upset. 
 
2.72 1.87 1-7 0.77 .11 -0.65 .22 
15. I consented to sex to feel closer to my partner. 
 
6.00 1.45 1-7 -1.77 .11 2.79 .22 
16. I consented to sex because I was worried that my partner 
wouldn’t love me if I didn’t have sex with them. 
 
1.98 1.61 1-7 1.69 .11 1.84 .22 
17. I consented to sex with my partner to reassure myself that I am 
desirable. 
 
2.76 1.84 1-7 0.73 .11 -0.65 .22 
18. I consented to sex because my partner gave me gifts or other 
benefits so that I would feel obligated to have sex with them. 
 
1.11 0.61 1-7 2.83 .11 8.17 .22 
19. I consented to sex with my partner because I felt overwhelmed 
by my partners’ continual arguments and pressure. 
 
1.41 1.15 1-7 3.17 .11 9.83 .22 
20. I consented to sex with my partner because I have a strong 
desire to have sexual activity with my partner. 
 
6.10 1.60 1-7 -2.00 .11 3.17 .22 
21. I consented to sex with my partner because it helps me feel 
better when I’m feeling low. 
2.89 1.92 1-7 0.61 .11 -0.90 .22 
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Table 6.2 
Descriptive Statistics for the Items in the Perpetrator Version of the SCAAM-Q 
Variables 
 
 M 
 
SD 
 
Range 
 
Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic SE Statistic SE 
1. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to reassure myself 
that I am desirable. 
 
2.15 1.63 1-7 1.34 .11 0.75 .22 
2. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it helps me 
feel better when I’m feeling low. 
 
2.37 1.75 1-7 1.03 .11 -0.15 .22 
3. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to prove my power 
in the relationship. 
 
1.54 1.15 1-7 2.71 .11 7.62 .22 
4. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because my peers 
will ridicule me if I don’t have sex. 
 
1.18 0.69 1-7 4.82 .11 8.17 .22 
5. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to increase my 
social status. 
 
1.16 0.66 1-7 2.66 .11 7.61 .22 
6. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I was afraid 
that they would leave me if we didn’t have sex. 
 
1.60 1.26 1-7 2.38 .11 5.16 .22 
7. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could feel 
closer to my partner. 
 
4.06 2.25 1-7 -0.21 .11 -1.46 .22 
8. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to delay a deep 
discussion. 
 
1.48 1.06 1-7 2.76 .11 7.98 .22 
9. I convinced my partner to have sex with me for the excitement 
of it. 
 
4.70 2.24 1-7 -0.59 .11 -1.11 .22 
10. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to prove my 
attractiveness. 
 
2.36 1.71 1-7 1.12 .11 0.22 .22 
11. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it helps 
me cope better when I am upset. 
 
2.16 1.69 1-7 1.30 .11 0.50 .22 
12. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to feel more in 
control of my partner. 
 
1.50 1.10 1-7 2.71 .11 7.78 .22 
13. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I’m afraid 
the people I socialise with will put me down otherwise. 
 
1.15 0.63 1-7 2.87 .11 7.66 .22 
14. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I would fit 
in better with my peers. 
 
1.19 0.72 1-7 2.74 .11 8.03 .22 
15. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I feared I 
would lose them if we didn’t have sex. 
 
1.75 1.44 1-7 2.08 .11 3.55 .22 
16. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could be 
more intimate with them. 
 
4.49 2.26 1-7 -0.46 .11 -1.30 .22 
17. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to postpone a 
conversation about where our relationship is heading. 
 
1.36 1.01 1-7 2.73 .11 8.45 .22 
18. I convinced my partner to have sex with me for the thrill of it. 
 
4.35 2.30 1-7 -0.35 .11 -1.40 .22 
19. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to feel more self-
confident. 
 
2.60 1.90 1-7 0.87 .11 -0.50 .22 
20. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it helps 
me feel better when I’m feeling lonely. 
 
2.41 1.90 1-7 1.09 .11 -0.15 .22 
21. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to show my 
dominance. 
 
1.48 1.12 1-7 2.79 .11 7.76 .22 
22. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because all of my 
peers are sexually active and I didn’t want to feel left out. 
 
1.22 0.80 1-7 1.97 .11 6.93 .22 
23. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to gain approval 
from others. 
 
1.14 0.65 1-7 2.44 .11 8.03 .22 
24. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I was 
worried that my partner wouldn’t want me if we didn’t have sex. 
 
1.79 1.50 1-7 1.96 .11 2.87 .22 
25. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could 
express love to my partner. 
 
4.70 2.26 1-7 -0.60 .11 -1.11 .22 
26. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to get out of 
discussing my feelings with my partner. 
 
1.39 0.98 1-7 2.05 .11 7.19 .22 
27. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I felt it 
was necessary to satisfy my needs. 
3.82 2.21 1-7 -0.02 .11 -1.46 .22 
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6.3.2 Evaluating Construct Validity of the SCAAM-Q (Victim/Target and Perpetrator 
Versions) 
The same first order and higher order factor structures that were modelled in Study 1 
were modelled in Study 2 and assessed using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). 
Specifically the best fitting first-order factor structure for each version of the measure as 
well as the higher-order models were modelled. In addition, in order to adequately compare 
the higher order models to the lower order models, a series of chi-square differences tests 
were conducted to compare the goodness of fit of the higher order and lower order 
structures, as well as a series of Schmid-Leiman Transformations to determine the variance 
captured by the higher order factors relative to the lower order factors. The model fit 
comparisons and Schmid-Leiman Transformations conducted as part of the evaluation of 
construct validity were identical to the analytic steps taken in Study 1. 
6.3.2.1 Lower-order and Higher-order CFA for the approach motivations 
subscale – SCAAM-Q (victim/target version).  The first order model for the approach 
items of the victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q, which comprised of four factors, 
namely love and intimacy, material rewards, self-validation, and enjoyment and pleasure, 
demonstrated excellent fit to the data 2(48) = 134.971, p < .001; CFI = .968; TLI = .956; 
RMSEA = .060; SRMR = .053. As shown in Figure 6.1 (model 6.1a), the items constituting 
each factor demonstrated moderate to strong factor loadings ranging from .58 to .92. The 
inter-item correlations between the factors demonstrated considerable variability with the 
association between some factors exhibiting a moderate association (e.g., love and intimacy 
with enjoyment and pleasure, r = .52), while other associations were weak (e.g., material 
rewards with enjoyment and pleasure, r = -.13).  
The higher order model for the approach items of the victim/target version of the 
SCAAM-Q also demonstrated good fit to the data, 2(50) = 157.477, p < .001; CFI = .961; 
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TLI = .948; RMSEA = .066; SRMR = .072. The first order and higher order factor loadings 
are presented in Figure 6.1 (model 6.1b). The first order factor loadings (i.e., items onto 
factors) were mostly identical to those found in model 6.1a, with loadings ranging from .58 
to .92. In relation to the higher order loadings, while all were statistically significant, 
loadings varied from .92 (love and intimacy) down to -.16 (material rewards), suggesting 
that the first order factors once again varied, however, all loadings were statistically 
significant. Consistent with the results of Study 1, it appears that material rewards is a factor 
that weakly loads onto the higher approach motivations factor.  
 
Figure 6.1. First Order and Higher Order Models of Items Constituting Approach 
Motivations for the SCAAM-Q (Victim/Target Version). 
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Comparison of the higher order model to the lower order model (see Figure 6.1, 
model 6.1a and model 6.1b) resulted in a significant difference with model fit 2(2) = 
22.51, p < .001, with the first order model demonstrating better fit than the one factor higher 
order model. In order to evaluate the variance captured by the higher order factor relative to 
the lower order factors, a Schmid-Leiman Transformation was conducted. As shown in 
Table 6.3, the Schmid-Leiman Transformation suggested that the higher order factor (i.e., 
global approach motivations) explained more variance (i.e., the inter-relationships and 
shared variance between the items) than the first order factors. In all cases, the variance 
attributed to the higher order factor was higher than the variance attributed to the first order 
factors.  
 
Table 6.3 
Schmid-Leiman Transformation – Variance Decomposition for Victim/Target Measure – 
Approach Motivation Items 
Factor and items Lower order factor variance 
decomposition 
Higher order factor variance 
decomposition 
Love and intimacy   
i1 .2374 .2847 
i8 .4184 .5018 
i15 .5843 .7009 
Material Rewards   
i4 .0002 .0144 
i11 .0003 .0217 
i18 .0004 .0125 
Self-Validation   
i3 .0017 .0364 
i10 .0016 .0356 
i17 .0020 .0428 
Enjoyment and Pleasure   
i6 .0432 .1290 
i13 .0843 .2516 
i20 .0714 .2132 
 
 
 
6.3.2.2. Lower-order and Higher-order CFA for the avoidance motivations 
subscale – SCAAM-Q (victim/target version).  The first order model for the avoidance 
items of the victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q, which included three factors, 
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specifically, to avoid rejection, to avoid negative affect, and to avoid verbal manipulation, 
demonstrated excellent fit, 2(24) = 47.197, p < .01; CFI = .993; TLI = .990; RMSEA = 
.044; SRMR = .034. As shown in Figure 6.2 (model 6.2a), the items constituting each factor 
demonstrated strong factor loadings ranging from .75 to .95. The inter-item correlations 
between the three factors demonstrated considerable variability, with the association 
between some factors exhibiting a moderate association (e.g., avoid rejection with verbal 
manipulation, r = .48), while other associations were weak (e.g., verbal manipulation with 
avoiding negative affect, r = .01).  
 
Figure 6.2. First Order and Higher Order Models of Items Constituting Avoidance 
Motivations for the SCAAM-Q (Victim/Target Version). 
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The higher order model for the avoidance items of the victim/target version of the 
SCAAM-Q also demonstrated excellent fit, 2(25) = 50.614, p < .01; CFI = .992; TLI = 
.989; RMSEA = .045; SRMR = .037. The first order and higher order factor loadings are 
presented in Figure 6.2 (model 6.2b). The first order factor loadings (i.e., items onto factors) 
were identical to those found in model 6.2a, with loadings ranging from .75 to .95. In 
relation to the higher order loadings, while all were statistically significant, loadings varied 
from 1.00 (avoid rejection) to .18 (avoid negative affect), suggesting that the first order 
factors varied, however, all loadings were statistically significant. It appears that avoiding 
negative affect is a factor that loads weakly onto the higher avoidance motivations factor.  
 
Table 6.4 
Schmid-Leiman Transformation – Variance Decomposition for Victim/Target Measure – 
Avoidance Motivation Items 
 
Factor and items Lower order factor variance 
decomposition 
Higher order factor variance 
decomposition 
Avoid Rejection   
   i2 .7744 .7744 
   i9 .8281 .8281 
   i16 .8836 .8836 
Avoid Negative Affect   
   i7 .0006 .0223 
   i14 .0007 .0268 
   i21 .0008 .0292 
Verbal Manipulation   
   i5 .0298 .1296 
   i12 .0364 .1587 
   i19 .0428 .1866 
 
 Comparison of the higher order model to the lower order model (see Figure 6.2, 
model 6.2a and model 6.2b) resulted in no significant difference in model fit 2(1) = 3.42, 
p > .05. However, in terms of explained variance captured by the lower order and higher 
order model structures, a Schmid-Leiman Transformation suggested that the higher order 
factor (i.e., global avoidance motivations) explained more variance than the first order 
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factors (see Table 6.4). Similar to the Schmid-Leiman Transformation results for the 
approach items, the item variance attributed to the higher order factor was higher than the 
variance attributed to the first order factors across most items, except for the factor of 
avoiding rejection, where the variance explained was the same for the first order and higher 
order factors.  
6.3.2.3 Lower-order and Higher-order CFA for approach items – SCAAM-Q 
(perpetrator version).   The first order model of the approach items of the perpetration 
version of the SCAAM-Q demonstrated very good fit, 2(80) = 234.151, p < .001; CFI = 
.975; TLI = .967; RMSEA = .062; SRMR = .044. As shown in Figure 6.3 (model 6.3a), the 
items constituting each factor demonstrated moderate to strong factor loadings, ranging from 
.72 to .95. The inter-item correlations between the factors demonstrated considerable 
variability with the association between two factors exhibiting a moderate to strong 
association (e.g., love and intimacy with enjoyment and pleasure, r = .84), some factors 
exhibiting a moderate association (e.g., self-validation with enjoyment and pleasure, r = .53), 
while other associations were weak (e.g., love and intimacy with increase social status, r = 
.14; increase social status with enjoyment and pleasure, r = .10).  
The higher order model for the approach items of the perpetrator version of the 
SCAAM-Q also demonstrated reasonable fit, 2(85) = 377.629, p < .001; CFI = .952; TLI = 
.941; RMSEA = .083; SRMR = .109. The first order and higher order factor loadings are 
presented in Figure 6.3 (model 6.3b). The first order factor loadings were mostly identical to 
those found in model 6.3a, with loadings ranging from .72 to .97. The higher order loadings 
demonstrated greater variability in magnitude compared to the lower order loadings, with 
values ranging from .16 (increase social status) to .92 (enjoyment and pleasure).  
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Figure 6.3. First Order and Higher Order Models of Items Constituting Approach 
Motivations for the SCAAM-Q (Perpetrator Version). 
 
 Comparison of the higher order model to the lower order model (see Figure 6.3, 
model 6.3a and 6.3b) resulted in a significant difference in model fit 2(5) = 143.478,         
p < .001, with the first order model again demonstrating better fit than the one factor higher 
order model. The Schmid-Leiman Transformation decomposition of item variance across the 
lower order and higher order factors however suggested that the higher order factor (i.e., 
global approach motivations) again explained more variance than the first order factors (see 
Table 6.5). As with all the other Schmid-Leiman Transformations reported, the item variance 
attributed to the higher order factor was higher than the variance attributed to the first order 
factors across all items.  
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Table 6.5 
Schmid-Leiman Transformation – Variance Decomposition for Perpetrator Measure – 
Approach Motivation Items 
 
Factor and items Lower order factor variance 
decomposition 
Higher order factor variance 
decomposition 
Self-Validation   
   i1 .0850 .2362 
   i10 .1121 .3114 
   i19 .0981 .2725 
Love and Intimacy   
   i7 .5197 .6416 
   i16 .5797 .7157 
   i25 .5081 .6273 
Increase Social Status   
i5 .0005 .0136 
i14 .0008 .0185 
i23 .0008 .0241 
Power, Control and 
Dominance 
  
i3 .0185 .1076 
i12 .0239 .3114 
i21 .0219 .1272 
Enjoyment and Pleasure   
i9 .6521 .7639 
i18 .6249 .7321 
i27 .3745 .4388 
 
 
6.3.2.4 Lower-order and Higher-order CFA for avoidance items – SCAAM-Q 
(perpetrator version).  The first order model of the avoidance items of the perpetration 
version of the SCAAM-Q demonstrated excellent fit, 2(48) = 109.383, p < .001; CFI = 
.987; TLI = .983; RMSEA = .051; SRMR = .027. As shown in Figure 6.4 (model 6.4a), the 
items constituting each factor demonstrated moderate to strong factor loadings ranging from 
.83 to .96. The inter-item correlations between the factors demonstrated considerable 
variability with the association between some factors exhibiting a moderate association (e.g., 
avoid negative affect with avoid discussion, r = .41), while other associations were weak 
(e.g., avoid peer pressure with avoid discussion, r = .18).  
 186 
The higher order model for the avoidance items of the perpetrator version of the 
SCAAM-Q also demonstrated very good fit, 2(50) = 127.146, p < .001; CFI = .984; TLI = 
.979; RMSEA = .056; SRMR = .049.  The factor loadings for the higher order model are 
presented in Figure 6.4 (model 6.4b). At the first order level, the factor loadings were almost 
identical to those reported in the first order factor structure (see Figure 6.4, model 6.4a). At 
the higher order level, the factor loadings varied from .43 (avoid peer pressure) to .68 (avoid 
rejection). 
 
Figure 6.4. First Order and Higher Order Models of Items Constituting Avoidance 
Motivations for the SCAAM-Q (Perpetrator Version). 
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 Comparison of the higher order model to the lower order model (see Figure 6.4, 
model 6.4a and 6.4b) resulted in a significant difference in model fit 2(2) = 17.763,           
p < .001, with the first order model demonstrating slightly better fit than the higher order 
model. In order to evaluate the variance captured by the higher order factor relative to the 
lower order factors, a Schmid-Leiman Transformation was conducted. As shown in Table 
6.6, the Schmid-Leiman Transformation suggested that the higher order factor (i.e., global 
avoidance motivations) explained more variance than the first order factors. In all cases, the 
variance attributed to the higher order factor of avoidance motivations was higher than the 
variance attributed to the first order factors.  
 
Table 6.6 
Schmid-Leiman Transformation – Variance Decomposition for Perpetrator Measure – 
Avoidance Motivation items 
 
Factor and items Lower order factor variance 
decomposition 
Higher order factor variance 
decomposition 
Avoid Rejection   
   i6 .1676 .3663 
   i15 .1950 .4261 
   i24 .1639 .3581 
Avoid Peer Pressure   
   i4 .0286 .1634 
   i13 .0262 .1498 
   i22 .0223 .1274 
Avoid Negative Affect   
   i2 .0829 .2632 
   i11 .0829 .2632 
   i20 .0775 .2459 
Avoid Discussion   
   i8 .0914 .2540 
   i17 .1050 .2916 
   i26 .1097 .3047 
6.3.3 Treatment of Data, Assumptions of Normality and Descriptive Statistics for the 
Independent and Dependent Variables in Testing Criterion – Related Validity  
Prior to the main analyses for criterion-related validity, the variables included in the 
analyses were examined in terms of assumptions of normality, the detection of outliers, and 
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the internal consistency of all measures. The data revealed 40 univariate outliers (zresiduals 
< ± 1.96, p < .05) and thus were deleted from the analyses. However, no multivariate outliers 
were detected (Mahalanobis Distance = 19.68, p > .05). Absolute values of univariate 
skewness and kurtosis were close to the cut-offs established cut-offs (skewness ≤ ± 2 and 
kurtosis ≤ ± 7 [DeCarlo, 1997]). While some of the motivation subscales for subtle sexual 
coercion (victim/target and perpetrator) demonstrated skewness and kurtosis values above 
these thresholds, these deviations were minor. Thus, no transformations appeared justified as 
the distribution of scores reflected the low endorsement of items that reflect motives that are 
reported with less prevalence in past studies (e.g., Meston & Buss, 2007). As illustrated in 
Tables 6.7 and 6.8, all variables demonstrated adequate to high internal consistency 
(Cronbach alpha). In relation to the global approach and avoidance motives and subscale 
motives related to the experience of subtle sexual coercion (i.e., victim/target and 
perpetrator), all demonstrated good internal consistency (αs = .76 to .94).  
As shown in Table 6.7, participants had moderate levels of global approach 
motivations, and low levels of global avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of 
sexual coercion, and low to moderate levels of approach motivations and low levels of 
avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. In terms of the 
specific motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion, participants had moderate 
to high scores on love and intimacy and enjoyment and pleasure, low scores on material 
rewards, avoiding rejection, and avoiding verbal manipulation, and low to moderate scores 
on self-validation and avoiding negative affect. In terms of the specific motivations for 
sexual coercion perpetration, participants had moderate scores on love and intimacy and 
enjoyment and pleasure, and low scores on self-validation, increase social status, power, 
control and dominance, avoid rejection, avoid peer pressure, avoid negative affect, and avoid 
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discussion. All of the global and specific approach and avoidance motivations (for both 
being the victim/target and perpetrator) shown in Table 6.7 demonstrated strong reliability.   
 
Table 6.7 
Descriptive Statistics for the Victim/Target and Perpetrator Versions of the SCAAM-Q in 
Study 2 
Variables M SD Range 
Skewness Kurtosis 
Reliability 
  Statistic SE Statistic SE 
Victim/Target Version of  
SCAAM-Q 
                
  Global Approach Motivations 3.84 0.77 1-6 -0.52 .11      0.57 .22 α = .76 
  Global Avoidance Motivations 2.13 1.02 1-7  1.09 .11      1.19 .22 α = .81 
  Love and Intimacy 5.64 1.34 1-7 -1.15 .11      0.93 .22 α = .77 
  Material Rewards 1.11 0.48 1-6  2.98 .11     8.31 .22 α = .83 
  Self-Validation 2.67 1.65 1-7  0.84 .11      -0.25 .22 α = .88 
  Enjoyment and Pleasure  5.95 1.35 1-7 -1.71 .11      2.70 .22 α = .80 
  Avoid Rejection 2.03 1.53 1-7  1.67 .11     1.96 .22 α = .94 
  Avoid Negative Affect 2.89 1.78 1-7  0.64 .11    -0.76 .22 α = .92 
  Avoid Manipulation 1.46 1.07 1-7  2.89 .11      8.56 .22 α = .86 
                
Perpetrator Version of  
SCAAM-Q 
              
  Global Approach Motivations 2.75 1.14 1-6  0.04 .11    -0.70 .22 α = .91 
  Global Avoidance Motivations 1.65 0.82 1-5  1.67 .11     3.06 .22 α = .86 
  Self-Validation 2.37 1.59 1-7  1.07 .11     0.19 .22 α = .90 
  Love and Intimacy  4.42 2.11 1-7 -0.45 .11    -1.21 .22 α = .93 
  Increase Social Status 1.17 0.61 1-7  3.09 .11     7.54 .22 α = .88 
  Power/Control/Dominance  1.51 1.02 1-7  2.69 .11     7.85 .22 α = .89 
  Enjoyment and Pleasure 4.29 2.05 1-7 -0.38 .11    -1.21 .22 α = .89 
  Avoid Rejection  1.71 1.32 1-7  2.08 .11      3.73 .22 α = .93 
  Avoid Peer Pressure 1.18 0.66 1-7  2.87 .11      8.62 .22 α = .91 
  Avoid Negative Affect 2.31 1.65 1-7  1.11 .11      0.07 .22 α = .92 
  Avoid Discussion  1.41 0.94 1-7  3.32 .11      7.11 .22 α = .92 
 
In terms of the different facets of the SOI-R (see Table 6.8), the attitude facet had the 
highest average scores, while the behaviour facet had low to moderate scores, and the desire 
facet and global sociosexuality had moderate scores. Participants in this study showed 
moderate levels of attachment anxiety, low levels of attachment avoidance, moderate to high 
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levels of perceived relationship quality, low levels of previously being the victim/target and 
perpetrator of sexual coercion, and very low levels on all subscales of the Sexual Coercion in 
Intimate Relationships Scale (i.e., resource manipulation/violence, commitment 
manipulation, and defection threat). All of the continuous independent and dependent 
variables shown in Table 6.8 demonstrated strong reliability.   
 
Table 6.8  
Descriptive Statistics for the Continuous Independent Variables and Dependent Variables in 
Study 2 
Variables M SD Range 
Skewness Kurtosis 
Reliability 
  Statistic SE Statistic SE 
Attachment Anxiety 3.74 1.34 1-7   0.17 .11    -0.72 .22 α = .78 
Attachment Avoidance 2.24 1.21 1-7  1.02 .11  0.29 .22 α = .86 
SOI-R – Behaviour 2.91 1.72 1-9  1.13 .11  0.49 .22 α = .77 
SOI-R – Attitude 6.07 2.26 1-9 -0.36 .11    -0.91 .22 α = .80 
SOI-R – Desire 3.84 2.09 1-9  0.53 .11    -0.71 .22 α = .87 
Global Sociosexuality 4.27 1.63 1-9  0.31 .11    -0.64 .22 α = .86 
Global Relationship Quality 5.77 1.16 1-7 -1.39 .11  1.80 .22 α = .96 
Victim/Target of SC 1.72 0.64 1-4   0.70 .11    -0.28 .22 α = .88 
Perpetrator of SC 1.35 0.43 1-3  1.26 .11 0.81 .22 α = .86 
SCIRS 1 0.04 0.18 0-3  3.66 .11     9.34 .22 α = .88 
SCIRS 2 0.21 0.52 0-4  3.13 .11     8.56 .22 α = .92 
SCIRS 3 0.05 0.29 0-3  3.18 .11     8.45 .22 α = .94 
Note: SC = Sexual Coercion, SOI-R = Revised Sociosexual Orientation Inventory, SCIRS 1 = resource manipulation/violence, SCIRS 2 = 
commitment manipulation, SCIRS 3 = defection threat. 
 
6.3.4 Assessment of Criterion-Related Validity:  Concurrent Validity 
In this section, similar to Study 1 (Chapter 5), the concurrent validity of the two 
versions of the SCAAM-Q (both victim/target and perpetrator versions) were assessed, in 
order to test how well the two new measures compare to well-established and valid measures 
of similar and related constructs. In doing so, both the global approach and avoidance 
motivations and their subscales were used as either dependent or independent variables in a 
series of hierarchical regressions. The results are presented such that the results for the 
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global and subscale motives used as dependent (outcome) variables are presented first for 
both versions of the SCAAM-Q, followed by the results in which the global and subscale 
motives for the two SCAAM-Q versions were used as independent (predictor) variables. 
Consistent with Study 1, across all of the hierarchical regressions assessing the concurrent 
validity, age and gender were both included as control variables at Step 1.  
 
6.3.4.1. SCAAM-Q Motivations as Dependent (Outcome) Variables.  As a first 
step in assessing the concurrent validity of the two versions of the SCAAM-Q, both the 
global scales (i.e., higher order approach and avoidance motivations) and subscales (lower 
order facets of approach and avoidance motivations) for the victim/target and perpetrator 
versions of the SCAAM-Q were used as outcomes variables in a series of hierarchical 
multiple regressions. At Step 1, both age and gender were included as control variables. At 
Step 2, two distal relationship factors were entered. The first was attachment style (i.e., 
levels of attachment anxiety and avoidance), and the second distal factor was sociosexuality.  
 
6.3.4.1.1 Approach and Avoidance Motivations for Sexual Coercion as 
Dependent (Outcome) Variables: Victim/Target. 
6.3.4.1.1.1 Global approach and avoidance motives as dependent variables.  The 
hierarchical regression predicting global approach motivations was significant (see Table 
6.9). In step 1, the control variables (age and gender) were not found to be significant 
predictors of approach motivations. In step 2, attachment anxiety and global sociosexuality 
were found to be significantly positively associated with global approach motivations, and 
attachment avoidance was significantly negatively associated with global approach 
motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion.  
 The hierarchical regression predicting global avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion was significant (see Table 6.9). In step 1, the control 
variables (age and gender) were not found to be significant predictors of avoidance 
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motivations. In step 2, attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance were both found to be 
significantly positively associated with global avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, with attachment anxiety being a slightly stronger predictor 
than attachment avoidance.  
 
6.3.4.1.1.2 Subscales for approach and avoidance motives as dependent variables. 
The hierarchical regressions predicting the approach and avoidance motivation subscales 
were all statistically significant (see Table 6.9). In terms of the hierarchical regressions 
pertaining to the prediction of the subscales for approach motives, at step 1, age was 
significantly negatively associated with love and intimacy, and gender was significantly 
negatively associated with enjoyment and pleasure, however these results did not remain 
significant at step 2. In relation to step 2, attachment anxiety was significantly positively 
associated with love and intimacy, self-validation, and enjoyment and pleasure. Attachment 
avoidance was significantly positively associated with self-validation and material rewards, 
and significantly negatively associated with love and intimacy, and enjoyment and pleasure. 
In terms of sociosexuality, the behaviour facet was significantly positively associated with 
self-validation, the attitude facet was significantly positively associated with enjoyment and 
pleasure, and the desire facet was not significantly associated with any of the specific 
approach motivations. Global sociosexuality was significantly positively associated with 
self-validation, and enjoyment and pleasure.  
Across all hierarchical regressions pertaining to the prediction of the subscales for 
avoidance motives, the control variables (age and gender) entered in at step 1 did not reveal 
any significant associations (see Table 6.9). In relation to step 2, attachment anxiety was 
significantly positively associated with avoiding rejection and avoiding negative affect, and 
attachment avoidance was significantly positively associated with avoiding rejection and 
avoiding verbal manipulation. In terms of sociosexuality, the attitude facet was significantly  
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Table 6.9 
Multiple regression analyses: Concurrent validity for the Victim/Target version of the SCAAM-Q (global approach and avoidance motivations 
and subscales used as outcome variables) 
 Global Motivations Subscales for Avoidance Motivations 
  Approach Motivations Avoidance Motivations Avoid Rejection Verbal Manipulation Avoid Negative Affect 
 R = .39, F(7,491) = 12.75, p < .001 R = .52, F(7,491) = 26.12, p < .001 R = .48, F(7,491) = 21.47, p < .001 R = .32, F(7,491) = 8.16, p < .001 R = .40, F(7,491) = 13.57, p < .001 
  b SE β R2 b SE β R2 b SE β R2 b SE β R2 b SE β R2 
Step1 
 
   
 .01 
 
 
   
 .00 
 
 
   
.00 
 
 
   
 .00 
 
 
   
 .00 
 
 
    Age 
 
-.01 .01     -.06 
 
.00 .01   .03 
 
-.01 .01    -.03 
 
.01 .01   .06 
 
.01 .01  .03
      Gender 
 
-.11 .07     -.07 
 
-.03 .10  -.01 
 
-.05 .15    -.02 
 
.08 .10   .04 
 
-.11 .17 -.03 
 Step 2 
 
   
.15*** 
 
 
   
.27*** 
 
 
   
.23*** 
 
 
   
.10*** 
 
 
   
.16** 
 
 
    Age 
 
.00 .01     -.04 
 
.01 .01   .05 
 
.00 .01     .00 
 
.01 .01   .07 
 
.01 .01  .04
     Gender 
 
-.11 .07     -.07 
 
-.02 .09  -.01 
 
-.15 .14    -.05 
 
.12 .10   .05 
 
-.02 .17 -.01 
     Attachment Anxiety 
 
.19 .03   .34*** 
 
.29 .03  .38*** 
 
.38 .05     .34*** 
 
.03 .04   .04 
 
.45 .06  .34*** 
     Attachment Avoidance 
 
-.12 .03    -.19*** 
 
.21 .03  .25*** 
 
.35 .05  .28*** 
 
.25 .04   .29*** 
 
.02 .06  .02 
     SOI-R – Behaviour 
 
.04 .02      .10 
 
.01 .03   .02 
 
.02 .04     .02 
 
-.04 .03  -.06 
 
.05 .05  .05 
     SOI-R – Attitude 
 
.02 .02      .04 
 
-.03 .02  -.06 
 
-.09 .03    -.13* 
 
-.04 .03  -.08 
 
.05 .04  .06 
     SOI-R – Desire 
 
.02 .02      .05 
 
.04 .02   .09 
 
-.01 .04    -.01 
 
.04 .03   .08 
 
.09 .04  .11* 
     Global Sociosexuality 
 
.07 .02 .15** 
 
.02 .03   .02 
 
-.10 .04    -.11* 
 
-.04 .03  -.06 
 
.19 .05  .17*** 
 Note: SOI -R= Revised Sociosexual Orientation Inventory, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
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Table 6.9 continued. 
 
 Subscale for Approach Motivations 
  Love and Intimacy Self-Validation Material Rewards Enjoyment and Pleasure 
 R = .35, F(7,491) = 9.46, p < .001 R = .48, F(7,491) = 21.06, p < .001 R = .21, F(7,491) = 3.23, p < .01 R = .40, F(7,491) = 13.14, p < .001 
  b SE β R2 b SE β R2 b SE β R2 b SE β R2 
Step1 
    
      .01 
    
        .00 
    
.00 
    
.00 
 
    Age 
 
-.02 .01  -.09* 
 
    -.01 .01    -.02 
 
.00 .00   -.03 
 
.00 .01   .00 
 
     Gender 
 
-.09 .13  -.03 
 
    -.08 .16    -.02 
 
.00 .04    .00 
 
-.26 .13  -.09* 
 
Step 2 
    
.11*** 
    
.23*** 
    
.04*** 
    
.15*** 
 
    Age 
 
-.01 .01  -.05 
 
     .00 .01    -.01 
 
.00 .00   -.03 
 
.00 .01  -.01 
 
    Gender 
 
-.22 .13  -.08 
 
    -.05 .15    -.01 
 
    -.01 .04   -.01 
 
-.16 .13  -.06 
 
    Attachment Anxiety 
 
.17 .05   .17*** 
 
     .47 .05   .39*** 
 
.03 .02 .08 
 
.11 .04   .11* 
 
    Attachment Avoidance 
 
-.32 .05  -.29*** 
 
     .15 .06  .11** 
 
.05 .02   .15** 
 
-.36 .05  -.32*** 
 
    SOI – Behaviour 
 
-.01 .04  -.01 
 
     .10 .05      .11* 
 
.02 .01    .09 
 
.05 .04   .07 
 
    SOI – Attitude 
 
-.02 .03  -.03 
 
    -.02 .04     -.03 
 
    -.02 .01   -.08 
 
.12 .03   .20*** 
 
    SOI – Desire 
 
-.04 .03  -.07 
 
     .07 .04      .09 
 
.00 .01   -.01 
 
.05 .03   .07 
 
    Global Sociosexuality 
 
-.07 .04  -.09 
 
     .13 .04  .12** 
 
.00 .01   -.01 
 
.24 
 
.04   .29*** 
 
Note: SOI-R = Revised Sociosexual Orientation Inventory, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
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negatively associated with avoiding rejection, the desire facet was significantly positively 
associated with avoiding negative affect, and global sociosexuality was significantly 
positively associated with avoiding negative affect, and significantly negatively associated 
with avoiding rejection. The behaviour facet was not significantly associated with any of the 
specific avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion.  
 
6.3.4.1.2 Approach and Avoidance Motivations for Sexual Coercion as 
Dependent (Outcome) Variables: Perpetration. 
6.3.4.1.2.1 Global approach and avoidance motives as dependent variables.  The 
hierarchical regression predicting global approach motivations for being the perpetrator of 
sexual coercion was significant (see Table 6.10). At step 1, gender was found to be 
significantly negatively associated with global approach motivations, and this association 
remained significant at step 2. This result suggests that women are less likely than men to 
engage in the perpetration of sexual coercion for approach motivations. At step 2, attachment 
anxiety and global sociosexuality were both found to be significantly positively associated 
with approach motivations for being the perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
The hierarchical regression predicting global avoidance motivations for being the 
perpetrator of sexual coercion was significant (see Table 6.10). At step 1, the control 
variables of age and gender were not found to be significant predictors of avoidance 
motivations. At step 2, attachment anxiety and avoidance were both significantly positively 
associated with global avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
 
6.3.4.1.2.2. Subscales for approach and avoidance motives as dependent variables. 
The hierarchical regressions predicting the approach and avoidance motivation subscales of 
the perpetration version of the SCAAM-Q were all statistically significant (see Table 6.10). 
In relation to the hierarchical regressions pertaining to the prediction of the subscales for 
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approach motives, at step 1 the control variable of gender was significantly negatively 
associated with love and intimacy, increase social status, and enjoyment and pleasure, and 
these associations remained significant at step 2. Specifically, these results suggest that 
women are less likely than men to be the perpetrator of sexual coercion to approach love and 
intimacy, to increase their social status, and to approach enjoyment and pleasure. In relation 
to step 2, attachment anxiety was significantly positively associated with love and intimacy, 
self-validation, power, control and dominance, and enjoyment and pleasure. Attachment 
avoidance was significantly positively associated with increase social status and power, 
control and dominance, and significantly negatively associated with love and intimacy, and 
enjoyment and pleasure. In terms of sociosexuality, the desire facet was significantly 
positively associated with enjoyment and pleasure, and global sociosexuality was 
significantly positively associated with being the perpetrator of sexual coercion to approach 
self-validation, power, control and dominance, and enjoyment and pleasure.  
 Across all hierarchical regressions pertaining to the prediction of the subscales for 
avoidance motivations, the control variable of gender was significantly negatively associated 
with avoiding peer pressure, and this association remained significant at step 2. This result 
suggests that women are less likely than men to be the perpetrator of sexual coercion to 
avoid peer pressure. At step 2, attachment anxiety was significantly positively associated 
with avoiding rejection, avoiding discussion, and avoiding negative affect. Attachment 
avoidance was significantly positively associated with avoiding rejection, avoiding peer 
pressure, and avoiding discussion. In terms of sociosexuality, the attitude facet was 
significantly negatively associated with avoiding rejection, the desire facet was significantly 
positively associated with avoiding discussion, and global sociosexuality was significantly 
positively associated with being the perpetrator of sexual coercion to avoid discussion and 
avoid negative affect. 
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Table 6.10 
Multiple regression analyses: Concurrent validity for the Perpetration version of the SCAAM-Q (global approach and avoidance motivations 
and subscales used as outcome variables) 
 Global Motivations Subscales for Avoidance Motivations 
  Approach Motivations  Avoidance Motivations  Avoid Rejection Avoid Peer Pressure Avoid Discussion Negative Affect 
 
R = .34, F(7,491) = 9.20,  
p < .001 
R = .48, F(7,491) = 21.50,  
p < .001 
R = .42, F(7,491) = 14.88,  
p < .001 
R = .30, F(7,491) = 6.79,  
p < .001 
R = .35, F(7,491) = 9.77,  
p < .001 
R = .40, F(7,491) = 13.04,  
p < .001 
  
    b SE    β R2     b SE   β R2     b SE   β R2    b SE   β R2    b SE   β R2     b SE   β R2 
Step1 
 
   
  .02** 
 
   
  .00 
 
   
  .00 
 
   
.04*** 
 
   
  .00 
 
   
  .00 
 
  Age 
 
 .01 .01   .04 
 
.00 .01  -.02 
 
  .00 .01  -.02 
 
  -.01 .00  -.07 
 
   -.01 .01  -.05 
 
 .01 .01   .02 
   Gender 
 
-.29 .11  -.12** 
 
  -.10 .08  -.06 
 
-.01 .12   .00 
 
  -.27 .06  -.20*** 
 
   -.07 .09  -.04 
 
   -.05 .16  -.01 
 Step 2 
 
   
.10*** 
 
   
.23*** 
 
   
.18*** 
 
   
.05*** 
 
   
.12*** 
 
   
.16*** 
 
  Age 
 
  .01 .01   .05 
 
.00 .01  -.01 
 
  .00 .01   .00 
 
  -.01 .00  -.07 
 
   -.01 .01  -.05 
 
 .01 .01   .04 
   Gender 
 
 -.24 .11  -.10* 
 
  -.08 .07  -.05 
 
-.06 .12  -.02 
 
  -.27 .06  -.20*** 
 
 .00 .09   .00 
  
 .00 .15   .00 
   Attachment    
  Anxiety 
 
  .22 .04  .27*** 
 
.21 .03 .36*** 
 
 .29 .04  .29*** 
 
   .02 .02    .05 
 
 .12 .03   .18*** 
 
 .42 .05 .34*** 
   Attachment  
  Avoidance 
 
 -.01 .04  -.01 
 
.13 .03 .20*** 
 
 .22 .05  .20*** 
 
   .11 .02   .21*** 
 
 .15 .03  .20*** 
 
 .04 .06    .03 
   SOI-R –  
  Behaviour 
 
  .01 .03    .02 
 
.03 .02   .06 
 
 .05 .04    .07 
 
   .01 .02    .03 
  
 .00 .03  -.01 
 
 .05 .05    .05 
   SOI-R –  
  Attitude 
 
  .03 .03    .06 
 
   -.02 .02  -.04 
 
-.08 .03  -.14* 
 
  -.01 .02    .04 
 
 .00 .02    .00 
 
 .03 .04    .04 
   SOI-R –  
  Desire 
 
  .05 .03    .10 
 
.04 .02   .10 
 
 .02 .03   .04 
 
   .00 .02    .01 
 
 .06 .02  .13*** 
 
 .07 .04    .09 
   Global  
  Sociosexuality 
 
   .09 .03 .14** 
 
.04 .02   .07 
 
-.04 .04  -.04 
 
  -.01 .02    .02 
 
 .05 .03    .09* 
 
 .14 .05 .14** 
 Note: SOI-R= Revised Sociosexual Orientation Inventory, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
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Table 6.10 continued.  
 
 Subscales for Approach Motivations 
  Love and Intimacy Self-Validation Increase Social Status 
Power, Control and 
Dominance 
Enjoyment and Pleasure 
 R = .23, F(7,491) = 3.91, p < .01 R = .42, F(7,491) = 15.05, p < .001 R = .32, F(7,491) = 7.91, p < .001 R = .33, F(7,491) = 8.63, p < .001 R = .32, F(7,491) = 7.86, p < .001 
      b    SE    β R
2     b   SE    β   R2    b   SE    β R2     b   SE    β R2     b   SE   β R2 
Step1 
 
   
  .01* 
 
   
  .00 
 
   
.03*** 
 
   
  .01 
 
   
  .03** 
 
    Age 
 
.01 .02    .03 
 
.00 .01    .02 
 
 .00 .00   -.03 
 
    .00 .01    .03 
 
    .02 .01  .05 
     Gender 
 
   -.46 .20   -.11* 
 
   -.01 .15    .00 
 
-.23 .06   -.18*** 
 
   -.12 .10   -.06 
 
   -.63 .19 -.15** 
 Step 2 
 
   
.04** 
 
   
.18*** 
 
   
.07*** 
 
   
.11*** 
 
   
.07*** 
 
    Age 
 
.02 .02    .06 
 
.01 .01    .03 
  
 .00 .00   -.04 
 
 .00 .01    .02 
 
.02 .01  .06 
     Gender 
 
   -.48 .21   -.11* 
 
.05 .15    .02 
 
-.24 .06  -.19*** 
 
   -.05 .10   -.03 
 
   -.47 .20 -.11* 
    Attachment Anxiety 
 
.28 .07    .18*** 
 
.40 .05   .34*** 
 
 .01 .02    .03 
 
.13 .03   .17*** 
 
.29 .07  .19*** 
    Attachment     
   Avoidance 
 
   -.21 .08   -.12* 
 
.10 .06    .08 
 
 .12 .02    .24*** 
 
.13 .04  .15** 
 
   -.18 .08 -.11* 
    SOI-R – Behaviour 
 
   -.04 .07    -.04 
 
.05 .05    .06 
 
 .03 .02    .09 
 
.05 .03    .08 
 
   -.03 .06 -.03 
    SOI-R – Attitude 
 
.03 .05     .03 
 
.04 .04    .05 
 
-.02 .02   -.09 
 
.00 .02   -.01 
 
.10 .05   .11 
    SOI-R – Desire 
 
.03 .06 .03 
 
.07 .04    .09 
 
-.01 .02   -.04 
 
.05 .03    .11 
 
.13 .05   .13* 
    Global   
   Sociosexuality 
 
.03 .06 .03 
 
.16 .04   .16*** 
 
-.02 .02   -.04 
 
.08 .03    .13** 
 
.21 .06 .17*** 
 Note: SOI-R= Revised Sociosexual Orientation Inventory, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
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6.3.4.2 SCAAM-Q Motivations as Independent (Predictor) Variables.  Following 
the analytic process pertaining to the concurrent validity adopted for Study 1, the second step 
in assessing the concurrent validity of the two versions of the SCAAM-Q (both the 
victim/target and perpetrator versions) was implemented. Specifically, both the global scales 
(i.e., higher order approach and avoidance motivations) and subscales (lower order facets of 
approach and avoidance motivations) were used as independent variables in predicting 
various outcomes associated with sexual coercion and relationship quality. The analyses 
involving the approach and avoidance motivation scales as predictor variables took the form 
of hierarchical multiple regressions, in which age and gender were again entered in at Step 1 
as control variables.  
At step 2, either the global approach and avoidance motivations or subscales (for the 
victim/target or perpetrator version of the SCAAM-Q) were entered. The outcome variables 
that were included to assess the concurrent validity of the two versions of the SCAAM-Q, 
included relationship quality, previous experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator 
of sexual coercion, as well as a third measure (SCIRS; Goetz & Shackelford, 2011) that 
tapped into the reasoning for being the victim of sexual coercion (either past or present). 
Specifically, the measure assesses three reasons for experiencing sexual coercion within 
intimate relationships, namely (1) resource manipulation/violence, (2) commitment 
manipulation, and (3) defection threat tactics of sexual coercion. To this end, the SCIRS 
provides some index as to the extent that the motivational assessments of the SCAAM-Q 
correspond with previous assessments regarding reasons underpinning aspects of sexual 
coercion. Given that the focus of this existing measure is on victimisation, this measure was 
used as a further test of the concurrent validity as it pertains to the global and specific 
motivation subscales of the victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q.   
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 The hierarchical regressions demonstrating the associations between the outcome 
variables and approach and avoidance motivations (both global and specific scales) for both 
the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion are presented below. The results 
are structured such that the multiple regressions reporting on the global approach and 
avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion are presented first, 
followed by the regression analyses at the subscale level. The results related to the approach 
and avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of sexual coercion are presented in the 
same order.  
 
6.3.4.2.1 Approach and Avoidance Motivations for Sexual Coercion as 
Independent (Predictor) Variables: Victim/Target. 
6.3.4.2.1.1 Global approach and avoidance motives as independent variables.  All of 
the hierarchical regressions involving global approach and avoidance motivations as 
predictor variables (step 2) alongside the control variables of age and gender (step 1) were 
statistically significant (see Table 6.11). Across all hierarchical regressions, the addition of 
the global approach and avoidance motivations at step 2 significantly increased the variance 
explained across all outcome variables. In relation to perceived relationship quality as the 
outcome variable, at step 1, the control variable of age was significantly negatively 
associated with relationship quality, and this association remained significant at step 2. At 
step 2, consistent with the results of Study 1, global approach motivations for being the 
victim/target of subtle sexual coercion were positively associated with relationship quality, 
while global avoidance motivations were negatively associated with relationship quality. In 
this study, both global approach and avoidance motivations again demonstrated coefficients 
of a similar magnitude (see Table 6.11).  
In relation to previous experiences of being the victim of sexual coercion as the 
outcome variable, the control variables (age and gender) entered in step 1 did not reveal any 
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significant associations (see Table 6.11). At step 2, global avoidance motivations for being 
the victim/target of sexual coercion were significantly positively associated with previous 
experiences of being the victim of sexual coercion (see Table 6.11).  
In relation to the subscales of the Sexual Coercion in Intimate Relationships Scale, 
the control variables of age and gender were not significantly associated with any of the 
three subscales at both step 1 and step 2 (see Table 6.11). The resource 
manipulation/violence subscale was significantly negatively associated with global approach 
motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion, and significantly positively 
associated with global avoidance motivations (see Table 6.11). The commitment 
manipulation subscale was also significantly negatively associated with global approach 
motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion, and significantly positively 
associated with global avoidance motivations (see Table 6.11). The defection threat subscale 
was significantly positively associated with global avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, however it was not significantly associated with global 
approach motivations (see Table 6.11).  
 
6.3.4.2.1.2. Subscales for approach and avoidance motives as independent variables. 
The hierarchical regression analyses in which the subscale approach and avoidance 
motivations were included as predictor variables (step 2) alongside the control variables of 
age and gender (step 1) were all statistically significant (see Table 6.11). Across all 
hierarchical regressions, the addition of the subscales for approach and avoidance 
motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion at step 2 significantly increased 
the variance explained across all outcome variables. In relation to perceived relationship 
quality as the outcome variable, at step 1, the control variable of age was significantly 
negatively associated with relationship quality, and this association remained significant at 
step 2 (see Table 6.11). At step 2, the approach motivations of love and intimacy and  
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Table 6.11 
Multiple regression analyses: Concurrent validity for the Victim/Target version of the SCAAM-Q (global approach and avoidance motivations 
and subscales used as predictor variables) 
 
Regression for global 
motivations 
RQ SCv SCIRS 1 SCIRS 2 SCIRS 3 
R = .41, F(4,494) = 25.45, p < .001 R = .43, F(4,494) = 27.59, p < .001 R = .40, F(4,494) = 23.55, p < .001 R = .51, F(4,494) = 44.30, p < .001 R = .35, F(4,494) = 16.76, p < .001 
   b SE   β  R2   b SE   β R2  b SE  β R2   b SE   β R2   b SE   β R2 
                     
Step1 
   
.02* 
   
.01 
   
.00 
   
.00 
   
.01 
    Age   -.02 .01 -.13** 
 
 .01 .00  .08 
 
.00 .00 -.01 
 
 .00 .00  .01 
 
 .00 .00 -.06 
 
    Gender   -.09 .11 -.04 
 
 .10 .06  .08 
 
-.01 .01 -.03 
 
 .03 .05  .03 
 
-.03 .03 -.05 
 
Step 2 
   
.16*** 
   
.17*** 
   
.16*** 
   
.26*** 
   
.12*** 
    Age   -.02 .01 -.10* 
 
 .01 .00  .06 
 
.00 .00 -.03 
 
 .00 .00 -.02 
 
 .00 .00 -.07 
 
    Gender   -.05 .10 -.02 
 
 .10 .06  .08 
 
-.01 .01 -.04 
 
 .02 .04  .02 
 
-.02 .02 -.04 
 
    Approach Motivations    .49 .07  .33*** 
 
-.07 .04 -.09 
 
-.03 .01 -.16*** 
 
-.20 .03 -.31*** 
 
 .00 .02  .00 
 
    Avoidance Motivations   -.45 .05 -.39*** 
 
 .28 .03  .45*** 
 
.06 .01  .44*** 
 
 .28 .02  .56*** 
 
 .09 .01  .34*** 
 
      
Regression for subscale 
motivations 
RQ SCv SCIRS 1 SCIRS 2 SCIRS 3 
R = .50, F(9,489) = 18.50, p < .001 R = .49, F(9,489) = 17.09, p < .001 R = .66, F(9,489) = 40.78, p < .001 R = .69, F(9,489) = 50.10, p < .001 R = .44, F(9,489) = 13.31, p < .001 
    b SE   β  R2   b  SE    β R2  b SE  β R2   b SE    β R2   b SE   β R2 
                     
Step1 
   
 .02* 
   
 .01 
   
 .00 
   
.00 
   
.01 
    Age   -.02 .01 -.13** 
 
.01 .00  .08 
 
 .00 .00 -.01 
 
.00 .00  .01 
 
.00 .00 -.06 
     Gender    -.09 .11 -.04 
 
 .10  .06   .08 
 
-.01 .01 -.03 
 
 .03 .05   .03 
 
-.03 .03 -.05 
 Step 2 
   
 .24*** 
   
 .23*** 
   
 .43*** 
   
.48*** 
   
.19*** 
    Age   -.02 .01 -.09* 
 
.01 .00  .05 
 
 .00 .00 -.03 
 
.00 .00 -.02 
 
.00 .00 -.07 
     Gender    -.03 .10 -.01 
 
 .09  .05   .07 
 
  -.01 .01 -.05 
 
-.01 .04  -.01 
 
-.03 .02 -.05 
     Love and Intimacy     .28 .04  .32***  -.03  .02  -.06   .00 .00 -.05   .00 .01   .00  -.01 .01 -.03  
    Material Rewards     .09 .11  .03 
 
 .16  .06   .11* 
 
 .10 .01  .34*** 
 
 .17 .04   .15*** 
 
 .09 .03  .15** 
     Self Validation    -.12 .04 -.17** 
 
 .03  .02   .08 
 
 .01 .00  .11* 
 
 .01 .01   .04 
 
 .02 .01  .15* 
     Enjoyment and Pleasure     .09 .04  .11* 
 
-.01  .02  -.02 
 
 .00 .00 -.05 
 
-.07 .02  -.19*** 
 
 .01 .01  .07 
     Avoid Rejection    -.04 .04 -.06 
 
 .03  .02   .06 
 
 .00 .00 -.02 
 
 .01 .01   .04 
 
 .03 .01  .15** 
     Avoid Negative Affect    -.02 .03 -.02 
 
 .05  .02   .14* 
 
 .00 .00 -.03 
 
 .01 .01   .03 
 
-.01 .01 -.06 
     Verbal Manipulation    -.24 .05 -.22*** 
 
 .19  .03   .32*** 
 
 .05 .00  .41*** 
 
 .25 .02   .53*** 
 
 .05 .01  .21*** 
 Note: RQ = relationship quality, SCv = sexual coercion victim/target, SCIRS 1 = resource manipulation/violence, SCIRS 2 = commitment manipulation, SCIRS 3 = defection threat. 
                          * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
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enjoyment and pleasure were significantly positively associated with perceived relationship 
quality, while self-validation and verbal manipulation were significantly negatively 
associated with perceived relationship quality (see Table 6.11).  
 In relation to previous experiences of being the victim of sexual coercion as the 
outcome variable, the control variables of age and gender were non-significant predictors at 
both step 1 and step 2 (see Table 6.11). At step 2, the approach motivation of material 
rewards, and the avoidance motivations of avoid negative affect and verbal manipulation, 
were significantly positively associated with previous experiences of being the victim of 
sexual coercion (see Table 6.11).  
 In relation to the subscales of the Sexual Coercion in Intimate Relationships Scale, 
the control variables of age and gender were not significantly associated with any of the 
three subscales at both step 1 and step 2 (see Table 6.11). The resource 
manipulation/violence subscale of the sexual coercion in intimate relationships scale was 
significantly positively associated with material rewards, self-validation, and verbal 
manipulation (see Table 6.11). The commitment manipulation subscale was significantly 
positively associated with material rewards and avoid verbal manipulation, and significantly 
negatively associated with being the victim/target of sexual coercion to approach enjoyment 
and pleasure (see Table 6.11). The defection threat subscale was significantly positively 
associated with being the victim/target of sexual coercion to approach material rewards, self-
validation, to avoid rejection, and to avoid verbal manipulation (see Table 6.11).  
 
6.3.4.2.2 Approach and Avoidance Motivations for Sexual Coercion as 
Independent (Predictor) Variables: Perpetration.  
6.3.4.2.2.1 Global approach and avoidance motives as independent variables.  The 
hierarchical regressions in which global approach and avoidance motivations for being the 
perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion were included as predictor variables (step 2) alongside 
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the control variables of age and gender (step 2) were all statistically significant (see Table 
6.12). As was the case for the global motivations associated with being the victim/target of 
sexual coercion, the inclusion of the global approach and avoidance motivations for the 
perpetration of sexual coercion at step 2 significantly increased the variance explained across 
all outcome variables. In relation to perceived relationship quality as the outcome variable, at 
step 1, the control variable of age was significantly negatively associated with relationship 
quality, and this association remained significant at step 2 (see Table 6.12). At step 2, global 
approach motivations for engaging in sexual coercion perpetration was significantly 
positively associated with perceived relationship quality, while global avoidance motivations 
for being the perpetrator of sexual coercion was significantly negatively associated with 
perceived relationship quality (see Table 6.12).  
In relation to sexual coercion perpetration as the outcome variable (i.e., previous 
experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion), age was significantly positively 
associated, and gender was significantly negatively associated with previous experiences of 
being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. Only the association between age and sexual 
coercion perpetration was significant at step 2 (see Table 6.12). This result suggests that as 
age increased, individuals were more likely to have experienced being the perpetrator of 
sexual coercion. At step 2, both global approach and avoidance motivations for being the 
perpetrator of sexual coercion were significantly positively associated with previous 
experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion (see Table 6.12).  
 
  6.3.4.2.2.2 Subscales for approach and avoidance motives as independent variables. 
The hierarchal regression analyses in which the subscale approach and avoidance 
motivations were included as predictor variables (step 1) were all statistically significant (see 
Table 6.12). Across all hierarchical regressions, the addition of the subscale approach and 
avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of sexual coercion at step 2 significantly  
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Table 6.12 
Multiple regression analyses: Concurrent validity for the Perpetration version of the 
SCAAM-Q (global approach and avoidance motivations and subscales used as predictor 
variables) 
 
 
Regression for global 
motivations 
  
RQ SCp 
R = .32, F(4,494) = 13.98, p < .001 R = .43, F(4,494) = 28.55, p < .001 
   b SE    β R2 b SE    β R2 
 
              
 
Step1       .02*        .02** 
    Age -.02 .01 -.13**    .01 .00  .09*   
    Gender -.09 .11 -.04   -.09 .04 -.10*   
Step 2       .09***       .16*** 
    Age -.03 .01 -.15**    .01 .00  .09*   
    Gender -.08 .11 -.03   -.06 .04 -.06   
    Approach Motivations  .22 .06  .22***    .08 .02  .20***   
    Avoidance Motivations 
 
-.56 
 
.08 
 
-.39*** 
 
  
 .13 
 
.03 
 
 .25*** 
 
  
Regression for subscale 
motivations 
RQ SCp 
R = .38, F(11,487) = 7.51, p < .001 R = .48, F(11,487) = 13.20, p < .001 
   b SE    β R2   b SE    β R2 
Step1       .02*       .02** 
    Age -.02 .01 -.13**    .01 .00  .09*   
    Gender -.09 .11 -.04   -.09 .04 -.10*   
Step 2       .13***   
 
  .21*** 
    Age -.03 .01 -.15***    .01 .00  .09*   
    Gender -.11 .11 -.04   -.06 .04 -.07   
    Love and Intimacy  .11 .04  .21**   -.02 .01 -.11   
    Self Validation -.12 .05 -.16*    .03 .02  .09   
    Power, Control, Dominance -.03 .06 -.03    .03 .02  .08   
    Increase Social Status  .02 .16  .01    .06 .05  .09   
    Enjoyment and Pleasure  .02 .04  .03    .03 .01  .16*   
    Avoid Rejection -.12 .05 -.13*   -.01 .02 -.04   
    Avoid Peer Pressure -.27 .14 -.15   -.03 .05 -.04   
    Avoid Discussion -.15 .06 -.11*    .06 .02  .13**   
    Negative Affect  .02 .05  .02    .05 .02  .21**   
Note: RQ = relationship quality, SCp = sexual coercion perpetration 
 * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
 
increased the variance explained across all outcome variables. In relation to perceived 
relationship quality as the outcome variable, at step 1, the control variable of age was again 
significantly negatively associated with relationship quality, and this association remained 
significant at step 2 (see Table 6.12). At step 2, the approach motivation of love and 
intimacy was significantly positively associated with perceived relationship quality, while 
 206 
self-validation, avoid rejection, and avoid discussion were all significantly negatively 
associated with perceived relationship quality (see Table 6.12). 
In relation to sexual coercion perpetration as the outcome variable (i.e., previous 
experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion), age was again significantly 
positively associated, and gender was again significantly negatively associated with previous 
experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion (see Table 6.12). However, only the 
association between age and sexual coercion perpetration was significant at step 2. At step 2, 
the approach motivation of enjoyment and pleasure, and the avoidance motivations of avoid 
discussion and avoid negative affect, were all significantly positively associated with 
previous experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion (see Table 6.12).  
6.3.5 Indirect Effects of Approach and Avoidance Motives 
In line with the primary aim of this thesis a series of specific indirect effect analyses 
were conducted to examine whether approach and avoidance motivations for subtle sexual 
coercion mediate the association between attachment style and being the victim/target or 
perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. The method for conducting the specific indirect tests 
was consistent with the method undertaken as part of Study 1. Firstly, the specific indirect 
effects related to the mediating role of the global approach and avoidance motivation scales 
for the two versions of the SCAAM-Q were estimated. These analyses tested whether global 
motivations mediated the association between attachment style and reports of being the 
victim/target or perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion respectively. Secondly, specific indirect 
effects were estimated in which the specific subscales associated with approach and 
avoidance motivations were entered as mediating variables between attachment style and 
sexual coercion (victim/target and perpetrator). Across all indirect effect analyses the 
sample(s) was bootstrapped to 5000 replications and the 95% bias-corrected confidence 
intervals were estimated (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). A significant mediation effect is found 
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when the 95% confidence interval for the indirect effects does not include zero (Preacher & 
Hayes, 2008). 
 
6.3.5.1 Approach and Avoidance Motivations Mediating the Association Between 
Attachment Orientation and being the Victim/Target of Sexual Coercion 
 The specific indirect effects test relating to the mediating role of global approach and 
avoidance motivations and the subscales related to approach and avoidance motivations for 
being the victim/target of sexual coercion are shown in Table 6.13. In relation to the 
mediating role of global motivations, specific indirect effects revealed that both approach 
and avoidance motivations mediated the association between attachment anxiety and being 
the victim/target of sexual coercion, and avoidance motivations mediated the association 
between attachment avoidance and being the victim/target of sexual coercion. Specifically, 
attachment anxiety was negatively associated with approach motivations, which in turn, was 
negatively associated with being the victim/target of sexual coercion. Attachment anxiety 
and avoidance were both positively associated with global avoidance motivations, which in 
turn, were positively associated with being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion.  
 Specific indirect effect tests pertaining to the mediation analyses of the approach and 
avoidance motivation subscales revealed a number of indirect effects. As shown in Table 
6.13, the approach motivations of material rewards and self-validation, and the avoidance 
motivations of avoiding negative affect and verbal manipulation, all mediated the association 
between attachment anxiety and being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion, as well as 
the association between attachment avoidance and being the victim/target of subtle sexual 
coercion. Specifically, attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance were both positively 
associated with material rewards, self-validation, avoiding negative affect, and avoiding 
verbal manipulation, which in turn, were positively associated with being the victim/target of 
sexual coercion.  
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Table 6.13 
Victim/Target Specific Indirect Effects 
 Estimate SE 95% CI 
Lower 
bound 
95% CI 
Upper 
bound 
Global Motives     
Att Anx  Global Approach Motives  SC(V) -.0170**  .0062 -.0310 -.0059 
Att Av  Global Approach Motives  SC(V)  .0036  .0030 -.0003  .0120 
Att Anx  Global Avoidance Motives  SC(V)  .0963***  .0136  .0722  .1257 
   Att Av  Global Avoidance Motives  SC(V)  .0924***  .0155  .0631  .1244 
Subscale (Specific) Motives     
   Att Anx  Love & Intimacy  SC(V) -.0027  .0024 -.0095  .0003 
   Att Av  Love & Intimacy  SC(V)  .0072  .0062 -.0042  .0204 
   Att Anx  Material Rewards  SC(V)  .0053**  .0030  .0012  .0132 
   Att Av  Material Rewards  SC(V)  .0112**  .0055  .0029  .0241 
   Att Anx  Self-Validation  SC(V)  .0252*  .0109  .0046  .0467 
   Att Av  Self-Validation  SC(V)  .0154**  .0067  .0046  .0314 
   Att Anx  Enjoyment & Pleasure  SC(V) -.0023  .0022 -.0086  .0006 
   Att Av  Enjoyment & Pleasure  SC(V)  .0097  .0060 -.0007  .0234 
   Att Anx  Avoid Rejection  SC(V)  .0093  .0083 -.0063  .0267 
   Att Av  Avoid Rejection  SC(V)  .0123  .0080 -.0018  .0295 
   Att Anx  Avoid Negative Affect  SC(V)  .0182*  .0083  .0033  .0364 
   Att Av  Avoid Negative Affect  SC(V)  .0079*  .0044  .0017  .0198 
   Att Anx  Avoid Verbal Manipulation  SC(V)  .0170***  .0092  .0002  .0368 
   Att Av  Avoid Verbal Manipulation  SC(V)  .0556***  .0136  .0329  .0860 
Note: Att Anx = Attachment anxiety, Att Av = Attachment avoidance, SC(V) = Sexual coercion   
victim/target.  * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
 
  
6.3.5.2 Approach and Avoidance Motivations Mediating the Association Between 
Attachment Orientation and being the Perpetrator of Sexual Coercion 
The specific indirect effects test relating to the mediating role of global approach and 
avoidance motivations and the subscales related to approach and avoidance motivations for 
being the perpetrator of sexual coercion are shown in Table 6.14. In relation to the mediating  
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Table 6.14 
Perpetrator Specific Indirect Effects 
                                                                                             Estimate  SE 95% CI 
Lower 
bound 
95% CI 
Upper 
bound 
Global Motives     
Att Anx  Global Approach Motives  SC(P)  .0152***  .0044   .0079  .0258 
Att Av  Global Approach Motives  SC(P)  .0060  .0038 -.0004  .0146 
Att Anx  Global Avoidance Motives  SC(P)  .0390***  .0086  .0239  .0581 
   Att Av  Global Avoidance Motives  SC(P)  .0347***  .0089  .0198  .0549 
Subscale (Specific) Motives     
   Att Anx  Self-Validation  SC(P)  .0095  .0062 -.0021  .0228 
   Att Av  Self-Validation  SC(P)  .0058  .0039 -.0004  .0152 
   Att Anx  Love & Intimacy  SC(P) -.0001  .0022 -.0046  .0045 
   Att Av  Love & Intimacy  SC(P)  .0002  .0016 -.0024  .0048 
   Att Anx  Increase Social Status  SC(P)  .0019  .0033 -.0016  .0129 
   Att Av  Increase Social Status  SC(P)  .0114  .0086 -.0024  .0312 
   Att Anx  Power, Control & Dominance  SC(P)  .0088***  .0035  .0032  .0168 
   Att Av  Power, Control & Dominance  SC(P  .0127***  .0049  .0051  .0245 
   Att Anx  Enjoyment & Pleasure  SC(P)  .0036  .0032 -.0011  .0119 
   Att Av  Enjoyment & Pleasure  SC(P -.0004  .0015 -.0054  .0016 
   Att Anx  Avoid Rejection  SC(P) -.0028  .0042 -.0116  .0053 
   Att Av  Avoid Rejection  SC(P) -.0021  .0038 -.0105  .0046 
   Att Anx  Avoid Peer Pressure  SC(P) -.0010  .0025 -.0098  .0012 
   Att Av  Avoid Peer Pressure  SC(P) -.0054  .0081 -.0256  .0072 
   Att Anx  Avoid Negative Affect  SC(P)  .0150**  .0067  .0037  .0306 
   Att Av  Avoid Negative Affect  SC(P)  .0075**  .0039  .0019  .0190 
   Att Anx  Avoid Discussion  SC(P)  .0156***  .0049  .0073  .0269 
   Att Av  Avoid Discussion  SC(P)  .0226***  .0060  .0126  .0367 
Note: Att Anx = Attachment anxiety, Att Av = Attachment avoidance, SC(P) = Sexual coercion 
perpetration.  * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
 
role of global motivations, specific indirect effects revealed that both approach and 
avoidance motives mediated the association between attachment anxiety and the perpetration 
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of sexual coercion. Specifically, attachment anxiety was positively associated with both 
approach and avoidance motivations, which in turn, were positively associated with the 
perpetration of sexual coercion. Global avoidance motivations (but not approach) mediated 
the association between attachment avoidance and the perpetration of sexual coercion. 
Attachment avoidance was positively associated with avoidance motivations, and in turn, 
avoidance motivations were positively associated with the perpetration of sexual coercion. 
These results are consistent with the results of Study 1.  
 Specific indirect effects tests pertaining to the mediation analyses of the approach 
and avoidance motivation subscales revealed that the approach motivation of power, control 
and dominance, and the avoidance motivations of avoiding negative affect and avoiding 
discussion all mediated the association between attachment anxiety and being the perpetrator 
of subtle sexual coercion, as well as the association between attachment avoidance and being 
the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion (see Table 6.14). Specifically, attachment anxiety 
and attachment avoidance were both positively associated with power, control and 
dominance, avoiding negative affect, and avoiding discussion, which in turn, were positively 
associated with the perpetration of subtle sexual coercion.  
6.4 Discussion 
The aim of Study 2 was to further evaluate the psychometric properties of the two 
versions of the SCAAM-Q by way of construct validation using a CFA approach, and 
concurrent validity using multiple regression analyses. As with Study 1, the current study 
also addressed the broad primary aim of this thesis, which was to investigate whether 
approach and avoidance motivations pertaining to subtle sexual coercion (at the global and 
subscale level) mediate the association between attachment style and being the victim/target 
and perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
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6.4.1 Interpreting Construct Validity of the SCAAM-Q (Hypotheses 1 and 2) 
The first two sets of hypotheses (1a and 1b and 2a and 2b) centred on the construct 
validity of the victim/target and perpetrator versions of the SCAAM-Q. It was hypothesised 
that the victim/target version of the SCAAM-Q would yield a higher-order approach 
motivation factor as well as four first-order factors constituting love and intimacy, material 
rewards, self-validation, and enjoyment and pleasure (hypothesis 1a), and a higher order 
avoidance motivation factor as well as three first-order factors comprising to avoid rejection, 
to avoid negative affect, and to avoid verbal manipulation (hypothesis 1b). In relation to the 
perpetrator version of the SCAAM-Q, it was hypothesised that the measure would 
encompass a higher-order approach motivation factor as well as five first-order factors 
constituting self-validation, love and intimacy, to increase social status, power, control and 
dominance, and enjoyment and pleasure (hypothesis 2a), and a higher order avoidance 
motivation factor as well as four first-order factors comprising to avoid rejection, to avoid 
peer pressure, to avoid negative affect, and to avoid discussion (hypothesis 2b).  
Hypotheses 1a to 2b were fully supported. Support for these hypotheses reflects full 
replication of the factor structure modelled to underpin the two versions of the SCAAM-Q in 
Study 1. Thus, the SCAAM-Q appears to consist of higher order assessments of approach 
and avoidance motivations as well as a series of more fine-grained facets that tap into 
specific motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. 
Furthermore, factor loadings across the items again suggest that each item makes an 
important empirical contribution to its respective factor, and in doing so, captures both 
empirical and substantive variance regarding the underlying motivations regarding the 
phenomenon that is subtle sexual coercion. Moreover, the replication of the factor structures 
derived in Study 1 pertaining to the specific factors underpinning approach and avoidance 
motivations add further support to the notion that motivations regarding the experience of 
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subtle sexual coercion share similarities to general sexual motives associated with sexual 
behaviour and sexual coercion of varying severity (Browning, 2004; Cooper et al., 1998; 
Hill & Preston, 1996). For example, engaging in subtle sexual coercion for self-validation 
(i.e., to feel more desirable and attractive) is also a common general motive that individuals 
have for engaging in sex, and is similar to factors (i.e., self-affirmation and to feel valued be 
one’s partner) that were found on the COSMIC, SMS and AMORE (Browning, 2004; 
Cooper et al., 1998; Hill & Preston, 1996). 
The fit comparisons across the higher-order and first-order factor structures coupled 
with Schmid-Leiman Transformations suggest that while the first-order model was generally 
of better fit across victim/target and perpetrator versions of the SCAAM-Q, the higher-order 
factors explained greater variance across items (through the first-order factors). These 
findings replicate the results of the model comparisons undertaken in Study 1 to again 
suggest that the decision to assess motivations at either the global or subscale level may well 
be a decision focused on issues of substantive interest and research design. That is, both 
higher order and first order models reflect good fitting internally consistent assessments of 
approach and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual 
coercion. The extent to which a researcher wishes to assess motivations at a global or 
specific level is likely to be determined by level of specificity at which motivations wish to 
be investigated, and whether all or some motives are of particular interest to the researcher. 
The findings of Study 2 suggest that the factor structures of the two versions of the SCAAM-
Q are robust and demonstrate good psychometric properties for implementation in research 
on motivations pertaining to sexual coercion. 
6.4.2 Interpreting Concurrent Validity (Hypotheses 3a to 4d) 
The third set of hypotheses related to the concurrent validity of the victim/target 
versions of the SCAAM-Q (3a to 3d). As part of hypothesis 3a, it was suggested that 
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positive associations would be found between attachment anxiety, sociosexuality and being 
the victim/target of sexual coercion and with the global and the specific approach 
motivations of love and intimacy, self-validation, material rewards, and enjoyment and 
pleasure. Hypothesis 3a was partially supported with positive associations found across the 
global approach motivations and attachment anxiety and sociosexuality, but not with being 
the victim/target of sexual coercion. In terms of the specific approach motivations, self-
validation and enjoyment and pleasure were both positively associated with attachment 
anxiety and sociosexuality, and love and intimacy was positively associated with attachment 
anxiety. Enjoyment and pleasure was negatively associated with the commitment 
manipulation subscale of the SCIRS (Goetz & Shackelford, 2011) – a measure of being the 
victim/target of different forms of sexual coercion. Self-validation was also positively 
associated with concerns regarding defection of a partner (defection threat subscale of the 
SCIRS), and violence, threats and manipulation of resources (resource 
manipulation/violence subscale of the SCIRS). Material rewards were positively associated 
with all subscales of the SCIRS (resource manipulation/violence, commitment manipulation, 
defection threat), and was the only specific approach subscale found to be positively 
associated with experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion. 
As part of hypothesis 3b, it was proposed that attachment anxiety, attachment 
avoidance, sociosexuality, and being the victim/target of sexual coercion would be positively 
associated with global avoidance motivations and the specific avoidance motivations (i.e., 
avoiding rejection, avoiding negative affect and avoiding verbal manipulation). Hypothesis 
3b was partially supported. Global avoidance motives were positively associated with 
attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance and being the victim/target of sexual coercion, 
but not with sociosexuality. Global avoidance motivations were also positively associated 
with all three subscales of the SCIRS. However, the specific avoidance motivations varied in 
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their associations with the various independent and dependent variables. Specifically, 
avoiding rejection was positively associated with both attachment anxiety and attachment 
avoidance, while avoiding verbal manipulation was positively associated with attachment 
avoidance and avoiding negative affect was positively associated with attachment anxiety. 
Avoiding negative affect and avoiding verbal manipulation were positively associated with 
being the victim/target of sexual coercion. In particular, avoiding verbal manipulation was 
positively associated with all three facets of being the victim/target of sexual coercion as 
assessed by the SCIRS (resource manipulation/violence, commitment manipulation, 
defection threat). Avoiding negative affect was also positively associated with 
sociosexuality, while avoiding rejection was negatively associated with sociosexuality and 
positively associated with the defection threat subscale of the SCIRS. 
Hypothesis 3c predicted that attachment avoidance would not demonstrate a 
significant association with global approach motivations, but would be positively associated 
with the specific approach motivations of self-validation and material rewards, and 
negatively associated with the specific approach motivations of love and intimacy and 
enjoyment and pleasure. The hypothesis was partially supported. In contrast with the 
predictions, attachment avoidance was negatively associated with global approach 
motivations. However, as predicted attachment avoidance was positively associated with 
self-validation and material rewards and negatively associated with love and intimacy and 
enjoyment and pleasure.  
In hypothesis 3d, it was proposed that relationship quality would be positively 
associated with global and specific approach motivations (i.e., love and intimacy, self-
validation, material rewards, and enjoyment and pleasure), and negatively associated with 
global and specific avoidance motivations (i.e., avoid rejection, avoid negative affect, and 
avoid verbal manipulation) for being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion. This 
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hypothesis was also partially supported. In line with predictions, global approach 
motivations were positively associated with relationship quality and global avoidance 
motivations were negatively associated with relationship quality. At the specific level of 
motivations, the approach motives of love and intimacy and enjoyment and pleasure were 
positively associated with relationship quality, while self-validation was negatively 
associated with relationship quality. In terms of the specific avoidance motives, only 
avoiding verbal manipulation was found to be negatively associated with relationship 
quality. 
So what do we make of the associations linking global and specific approach and 
avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion with variables such as 
attachment style, sociosexuality, relationship quality, and experiences of being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion? At the global motivational level, approach and avoidance 
motivations demonstrate associations that are largely in line with expectations, with three 
exceptions: (1) approach motivations are not associated with experiences of being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, (2) approach motivations are negatively associated with 
attachment avoidance, and (3) avoidance motivations are not associated with sociosexuality. 
That is, seven out of the ten predictions regarding the concurrent validity of the global 
approach and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion 
were confirmed. The findings suggest that at a broad level, approach and avoidance motives 
pertaining to being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion may in fact underpin various 
aspects of sexual behaviour and relationship functioning  -- a notion proposed by various 
past studies (e.g., Brassard et al., 2007; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002; 
Karantzas et al., 2016; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). 
The findings pertaining to the specific approach and avoidance motivations for being 
the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion help to clarify some of the exceptions outlined 
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above, but also highlight the nuanced approach and avoidance motivations that are especially 
pertinent when it comes to being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion. Although on a 
global level approach motivations appear to have no association with being the victim/target 
of sexual coercion, at the facet level, it appears that approach motives tied to the gaining of 
material rewards play a role in experiences of being the victim/target. Furthermore, when it 
comes to avoidance motivations, it appears that avoiding negative affect and verbal 
manipulation are the specific motives that relate to being the victim/target of sexual 
coercion. 
In terms of attachment avoidance, the unexpected negative association with global 
approach motivations manifests differently at the facet level with self-validation and material 
rewards positively associated, and love and intimacy and enjoyment and pleasure negatively 
associated with this dimension of attachment insecurity. The findings at the specific level, 
provide insight into the kinds of approach motives that avoidantly attached individuals may 
indeed endorse – motives that align with their needs for maintaining a positive view of the 
self, and approaching relationship interactions (even if sexually coercive in nature) for the 
tangible (and non-emotional) rewards and resources that they can obtain (Shaver & 
Mikulincer, 2012).  
Furthermore, the examination of the associations between attachment style and the 
specific approach and avoidance motivations suggest a different profile of associations for 
the two dimensions. Specifically, attachment anxiety was found to be positively associated 
with motivations around love and intimacy, self-validation, enjoyment and pleasure, 
avoiding rejection and avoiding negative affect, perhaps due to their need to seek approval 
from a partner and promote intimacy and love in the relationship, as well as due to their 
underlying fears of abandonment and rejection from a partner (Karantzas et al., 2010). While 
for attachment avoidance, the results showed that these individuals aren’t susceptible to 
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falling victim/target to sexual coercion to approach enjoyment and pleasure and express love 
and intimacy to a partner, however they may fall victim/target to sexual coercion to avoid 
rejection and verbal manipulation, and approach self-validation and material rewards, which 
may be explained by an avoidantly attached individuals tendency to promote sexual 
behaviours that are focused solely on their own needs (Tracy et al., 2003). What is clear is 
that at both the global and specific level of motivations, avoidance motivations appear to be 
especially linked to both forms of attachment insecurity – a finding that is consistent with 
insecurely attached individuals vigilance and concerns regarding relationship threats and 
punishments more generally (Brassard et al., 2007; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & 
Peplau, 2002; Tracy et al., 2003). What the current study clarifies is that the specific profile 
of the avoidance motives (and for that matter approach motives) pertaining to being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion differs for the two attachment dimensions. That is, it is not 
about whether attachment insecurity is associated with approach and avoidance motivations, 
but rather the specific approach and avoidance motives that matter in the minds of 
individuals high on attachment anxiety or attachment avoidance. 
These specific motivations also help to explain the lack of association between global 
avoidance motivations and sociosexuality. At the facet level, a complex pattern of 
associations emerge such that avoiding rejection is negatively associated, and avoiding 
negative affect is positively associated, with sociosexuality. Thus, it may well be that these 
contrasting associations cancel each other out at the global level, rendering avoidance 
motivations to have no association with sociosexuality. The specific motivations that do 
emerge are theoretically consistent with individuals high on sociosexuality. For instance, 
individuals that have unrestricted sociosexuality tend to prefer casual and uncommitted sex 
(Simpson & Gangestad, 1991), and a focus on experiencing positive affect while minimising 
the experience of negative emotions (Bieda, 2008). Some contend that short-term casual 
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mating tendencies are highly self-focused in which meeting immediate needs for reward are 
especially salient in the minds of people who endorse these tendencies (Schmitt, 
Shackelford, & Buss, 2001; Stone, Shackelford, & Goetz, 2011). Thus, the motives 
associated with sociosexuality speak to the findings of past literature.  
In terms of relationship quality, the specific and global motivations largely tell a 
similar story. At both the global and facet level, avoidance motivations appear negatively 
associated with relationship quality. That is, being motivated to be the victim/target to avoid 
threats and punishments seems to harm appraisals of one’s relationship. In contrast, when an 
individual is the victim/target of sexual coercion by way of approaching incentives and 
rewards (with the exception of approaching self-validation), the relationship is appraised 
positively. These findings may well speak to relationship appraisals that are tied with self-
fulfilling aspects of motivations and goals (Murray, Griffin, & Holmes, 1996; Snyder, 
Tanke, & Berscheid, 1977). To elucidate, if individuals are the victims/targets of sexual 
coercion by way of motives related to the negative consequences of relationships, then these 
motives may bias relationship perceptions such that the quality of the relationship is 
appraised to be in line with these motives. Likewise, if individuals are the victims/targets of 
sexual coercion because they are motivated to seek out rewards and are hopeful to enhance 
the relationship, then it is likely that these motives may colour relationship appraisals as 
more positive. To date, there exists considerable research within the relationships field to 
suggest that when it comes to relationship behaviours, goals and motivational processes, that 
individuals are likely to engage in motives and behaviours in a manner that is seen to 
subsequently align with appraisals of the self, partner or relationship (e.g., Crocker & 
Canevello, 2015; Goodwin, Fiske, Rosen, & Rosenthal, 2002). 
 The fourth set of hypotheses were related to the concurrent validity of the perpetrator 
version of the SCAAM-Q (4a to 4d). Hypotheses 4a and 4c centred on approach 
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motivations. Specifically, as part of hypothesis 4a, it was suggested that attachment anxiety, 
sociosexuality and being the perpetrator of sexual coercion would be positively associated 
with both the global approach motivations and with the specific approach motivations of 
love and intimacy, self-validation, power, control and dominance, and enjoyment and 
pleasure. This hypothesis was largely supported with global approach motivations and the 
specific facets of self-validation, power, control and dominance, and enjoyment and pleasure 
positively associated with attachment anxiety and sociosexuality, while the specific motive 
of love and intimacy was also positively associated with attachment anxiety. Furthermore, 
global approach motivations and the specific motivation of enjoyment and pleasure were 
significantly positively associated with being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
 Motives regarding approach motivations align with the proximity-seeking tendencies 
and chronic need for approval that is characteristic of individuals high on attachment 
anxiety. Not only do anxiously attached individuals have a need for validation, but they have 
been found to engage in controlling and compulsive behaviours (which can entail 
dominance) by way of maintaining closeness and safeguarding against having a partner 
attempt to engage in relational or sexual distance (Davis, 2006; Feeney & Karantzas, 2017; 
Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). Thus approach motivations related to subtle sexual coercion 
are thought to align with the hyperactivating strategies that underpin the cognitions and 
behaviours of anxiously attached individuals – which reflect chronic attempts to maintain 
closeness, especially during times of stress or strain (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). Within 
the context of sexual coercion, approach motives may well serve the needs of anxiously 
attached individuals, and result in sexual coercion perpetration to maintain proximity to 
one’s relationship partner (Long et al., 2005; Schachner & Shaver, 2004). 
In relation to attachment avoidance and associations with global and specific 
approach motivations (hypothesis 4c), findings were consistent with predictions. As 
 220 
expected, while attachment avoidance was not associated with global approach motivations, 
it was positively associated with power, control and dominance, to increase social status, and 
negatively associated with love and intimacy. These findings speak to the idea that not all 
approach motivations are deemed equal for individuals high on attachment avoidance. 
Rather, approaching rewards such as status, power and control – rewards that can help to 
maintain a self-image of independence and competence, resonate with individuals high on 
attachment avoidance (Karantzas et al., 2010; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). However, 
approach motives regarding love and intimacy and feelings of validation – do not figure as 
motives that fuel the perpetration of subtle sexual coercion. These findings align with the 
characteristics and attitudes of individuals high in attachment avoidance who, while 
dismissing the need for closeness, have an excessive need for self-reliance, personal control 
and place emphasis on achievements and status above relationship goals (Karantzas et al., 
2010; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). Moreover, the positive association between attachment 
avoidance and the motive of power, control, and dominance is consistent with past research 
into sexual coercion and sexual behaviour generally, with approach-like motives and goals 
underpinned by a desire to control or dominate one’s partner (e.g., Birnbaum et al., 2011; 
Davis et al., 2004; Schachner & Shaver, 2004).  
In relation to the links between approach motivations and sociosexuality (hypothesis 
4a), the findings are in line with previous research. For example, research by Yost and 
Zurbriggen (2006), demonstrated that men with an unrestricted sociosexual orientation 
tended to have high levels of power motivation, and engaged in the past use of sexual 
aggression. Similarly, Schatzel-Murphy et al. (2009) found that unrestricted sociosexuality 
was a major predictor for men’s sexual coercion perpetration, and in particular, they found 
that sociosexuality also indirectly predicted men’s perpetration of sexual coercion via sexual 
dominance (i.e., an approach motivation). One possible explanation for why sociosexuality 
 221 
may be associated with approach motivations for sexual coercion perpetration, in particular 
approaching power, control and dominance, is that it could be that individuals with an 
unrestricted sociosexuality may wish to exert power and control over a partner and engage in 
sexual coercion perpetration in order to establish a detached and impersonal dynamic with 
the individual that they are coercing (Schatzel-Murphy et al., 2009). Furthermore, 
individuals with an unrestricted sociosexuality tend to prefer short-term and casual 
relationships (Schmitt, 2005; Schmitt & Shackelford, 2008; Simpson et al., 2004). Therefore, 
these individuals may see sex as a way of meeting their own personal needs (i.e., of self-
validation and engaging in sex for enjoyment and pleasure) and not their partners needs, and 
with little regard for their partner they may turn to sexual coercion perpetration as a way of 
obtaining these needs.  
In terms of the actual perpetration of sexual coercion, global approach motivations 
(and the specific motive of enjoyment and pleasure) were positively associated with the act 
of perpetration (hypothesis 4a). While approach motivations have been found to be 
associated with perpetration (e.g., Davis et al., 2004; Schachner & Shaver, 2004), and the 
need to experience pleasure can be an important driver for applying sexual pressure against 
one’s partner (Karantzas et al., 2016), a notable specific motive that was not found to be 
associated with perpetration was power, control, and dominance. This particular motive has 
been found to be a motivational predictor of sexually coercive behaviour in past research 
(e.g., Davis et al., 2004). While there was a significant association between power, control 
and dominance and previous experiences of being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion 
in Study 1 of this thesis, a possible explanation for this lack of association in this study 
(Study 2) could be that individuals may not always be willing to own up to wanting to feel 
more dominant, in control and more powerful than their partner, perhaps because these traits 
tend to be negatively looked upon by others, and are often seen as undesirable traits in a 
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partner (Moeller, Lee, & Robinson, 2011). However, for some individuals a dominating 
partner is seen as attractive (Ahmetoglu & Swami, 2012; Sadalla, Kenrick, & Vershure, 
1987), and individuals who think that dominance and power may be perceived as attractive 
by their partner may be more willing to own up to this motive for sexual coercion 
perpetration, which is one possible explanation for why the findings are somewhat mixed for 
this motive, not only across studies one and two, but across the broad literature generally. 
In relation to avoidance motivations (hypothesis 4b), global avoidance was positively 
associated with attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance, and the perpetration of sexual 
coercion – findings consistent with predictions. In terms of specific avoidance motivations, 
all motivations demonstrated associations with either attachment style and/or the actual 
perpetration of sexual coercion. Specifically, attachment anxiety, attachment avoidance and 
reports of perpetration were positively associated with avoiding discussion, while attachment 
anxiety was also positively associated with avoiding negative affect and avoiding rejection, 
and attachment avoidance was positively associated with avoiding peer pressure and 
avoiding rejection, and the perpetration of sexual coercion was also positively associated 
with avoiding negative affect. The findings suggest that avoidance motivations (at both the 
global and specific level) may be salient in the minds of individuals high on attachment 
anxiety and avoidance, and these avoidance motives could indeed be drivers of actual 
sexually coercive behaviours. As already noted, individuals high in attachment anxiety 
and/or attachment avoidance are particularly vigilant when it comes to relationship threats 
(Feeney, 2016; Feeney & Karantzas, 2017), thus motivations regarding the perpetration of 
sexual coercion align with the avoidance of punishments and threats for insecurely attached 
individuals (Davis, 2006; Long et al., 2005; Schachner & Shaver, 2004; Shaver & 
Mikulincer, 2012).  
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At the specific motivational level, both attachment anxiety and avoidance are 
associated with perpetrating sexual coercion to avoid rejection or relationship discussions. 
These findings are consistent with past research. Individuals high on attachment anxiety or 
avoidance have issues of rejection, but deal with rejection differently on a cognitive, 
affective and behavioural level (Gillath et al., 2016; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). As a 
function of hyperactivating strategies, individuals high in attachment anxiety tend to hold 
chronic concerns about rejection and engage in behaviours and cognitions that only intensify 
these concerns (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). In contrast, individuals high on attachment 
avoidance use deactivating strategies to downplay or pre-emptively defend against issues of 
rejection (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Regardless, for both individuals high on attachment 
avoidance and/or anxiety, the avoidance of rejection is a central relationship threat. 
In terms of perpetrating sexual coercion to avoid discussion, the positive associations 
between this motive and both attachment anxiety and avoidance is also consistent with past 
research (Brassard et al., 2007; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002). Individuals 
high in attachment avoidance tend to engage in avoidance or withdrawal behaviours within 
relationship contexts – whether sexual or otherwise – as a means to maintain emotional 
distance and minimise closeness and the discussion of relationship concerns (e.g., Davis et 
al., 2004; Feeney & Karantzas, 2017). Attachment anxiety has also been found to be 
associated with avoidance behaviour, but only under conditions where individuals high in 
attachment anxiety fear that a discussion may result in raising further worries or concerns 
about the relationship, or increasing the likelihood of further rejection (Feeney, 2016; 
Feeney & Karantzas, 2017). Under such conditions, anxiously attached individuals are 
motivated to avoid such discussions and engage in alternative proximity seeking and 
validation behaviours (Feeney, 2016; Feeney & Karantzas, 2017). To this end, being 
motivated to perpetrate sexual coercion as a means of avoiding discussion may reflect 
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worries and concerns that anxiously attached individuals have about the outcome of certain 
relationship discussions.  
In addition to these specific motivations, attachment anxiety was positively 
associated with perpetrating sexual coercion to avoid negative affect. This association may 
well speak to anxiously attached individuals desire to minimise their experience of chronic 
distress by way of attempting to engage in behaviours that can circumvent the experience of 
greater distress and negative affect (Davis, 2006; Impett et al., 2008; Schachner & Shaver, 
2004). Individuals high in attachment anxiety are known to experience a flood of negative 
emotions generally as well as in relationships, and report an inability to regulate this 
negative affect effectively (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Thus, engaging in behaviours such 
as sexual coercion, which may short-circuit the experience of negative affect within 
relationships, may be an important means of minimising the experience of negative 
emotions. Furthermore, attachment avoidance was associated with perpetrating sexual 
coercion to avoid peer pressure. Research into sexual coercion as well as peer contexts has 
found that individuals high in attachment avoidance are salient to peer pressure and criticism 
as it is thought to feed into questions regarding their sense of competency and wanting to 
maintain a positive self-view around others (Schachner & Shaver, 2004). To this end, 
pressure from peers that questions one’s sexual inclinations or behaviour, may well be a 
threat that avoidantly attached individuals wish to especially avoid.  
In relation to the actual perpetration of sexual coercion, the specific motivations of 
avoiding discussion and avoiding negative affect were found to be positively associated with 
this outcome, while avoiding peer pressure and avoiding rejection were found to have no 
associations. Engaging in sexual coercion perpetration to avoid relationship discussions and 
to suppress one’s emotions and avoid general feelings of negative affect is consistent with 
previous research (Brassard et al., 2007; Davis, 2006; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett et al., 
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2008; Impett & Peplau, 2002; Schachner & Shaver, 2004). In addition, the finding that 
avoiding rejection was not associated with experiences of sexual coercion perpetration is 
also in line with previous research, as Brousseau et al. (2012) also found no association. 
However, the finding that the motives of avoiding peer pressure and avoiding rejection were 
not found to have direct associations with actual experiences of sexual coercion perpetration 
is interesting, because engaging in sexual coercion perpetration to avoid peer pressure was 
positively associated with attachment avoidance, and engaging in sexual coercion 
perpetration to avoid rejection was positively associated with both attachment anxiety and 
attachment avoidance, suggesting that these two motivations are important motives for the 
perpetration of sexual coercion for insecurely attached individuals. Ultimately, when an 
individual’s attachment style is not taken into consideration in the analysis, these motives 
appear to have no direct associations with sexual coercion perpetration. This distinction 
provides support for the importance of investigating a person’s attachment style in relation to 
motivations for engaging in sexual coercion, and provides evidence for the importance of 
investigating motives, attachment style, and sexual coercion simultaneously. 
Global avoidance motivations and the specific avoidance motivations of avoiding 
discussion and avoiding rejection were negatively associated with relationship quality, while 
global approach motivations and the specific motivation of love and intimacy were 
positively associated with relationship quality (hypothesis 4d). These findings provide partial 
support for predictions. The findings again suggest that global approach and avoidance 
motives are associated with different appraisals of one’s romantic relationship. The 
avoidance of punishments by way of sexual coercion perpetration is perceived to reduce 
relationship quality, while perpetration motivated by way of approaching rewards and 
incentives is perceived to enhance relationship quality.  
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However, at the specific motivational level, it appears that the approach and 
avoidance motives associated with relationship quality are motives that are largely relational 
rather than personal in nature. That is, avoidance motives that result in punishments as a 
function of interacting with one’s partner on relational matters (i.e., discussion of issues or 
experiencing partner manipulation and rejection) rather than avoidance motives pertaining to 
intrapsychic experiences of negative affect are pertinent to relationship evaluations.  
Likewise, in terms of the specific approach motivations, approaching love and 
intimacy via the act of sex with one’s partner (even if using coercion) is associated with 
positive relationship appraisals, rather than motives around enjoyment and pleasure, self-
validation, increasing one’s social status, or gaining power, control and dominance. The 
finding that motives (either approach or avoidance) with clear interpersonal implications are 
associated with positive appraisals of relationship quality, is consistent with past research 
into personal and relationship factors as predictors of relational outcomes. Specifically, past 
research has found that variables such as relationship contingent self-esteem and destiny and 
growth relationship beliefs are stronger predictors of relationship evaluations than appraisals 
of self-esteem or self-construed fixed and entity mindsets (e.g., Canevello & Crocker, 2011; 
Knee, 1998; Knee, Canevello, Bush, & Cook, 2008). Thus, approach and avoidance 
motivations pertaining to sexual coercion perpetration with a strong relational focus appear 
to be important in relationship evaluations. 
 
6.4.3 Testing the Mediating Role of Approach and Avoidance Motivations in the 
Association between Attachment Style and Subtle Sexual Coercion (Victim/Target and 
Perpetrator Perspectives – Hypotheses 5a to 5e) 
The fifth set of hypotheses centred on the primary aim of this thesis, which was to 
determine the extent to which approach and avoidance motivations related to being the 
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perpetrator and victim/target of sexual coercion mediate the association between attachment 
style and experiences of sexual coercion. Firstly, it was hypothesised that global approach 
and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual 
coercion would mediate the association between attachment anxiety and attachment 
avoidance and actual experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual 
coercion (hypothesis 5a). This hypothesis was largely supported with both approach and 
avoidance motivations mediating the association between attachment anxiety and both being 
the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion, while global avoidance motivations 
mediated the association between attachment avoidance and both being the victim/target and 
perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
Despite global approach motivations not figuring as a mediator of the association 
between attachment avoidance and being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual 
coercion, at the specific motivational level, particular approach motives appear to play a 
mediating role in this association. Moreover, specific approach and avoidance motives figure 
prominently in mediating associations between attachment style and both being the 
victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion (hypotheses 5b to 5e). While not all specific 
motivations were found to mediate the attachment style links to experiences of sexual 
coercion, there was consistency regarding the specific motivations that acted as mediators, 
with the same motives mediating associations for attachment anxiety and attachment 
avoidance with the outcomes of being the victim/target and perpetrator. Therefore, 
hypotheses 5b to 5e pertaining to the mediating role of specific approach and avoidance 
motivations were partially supported.  
In relation to being the victim/target of sexual coercion, the specific approach 
motives of material rewards and self-validation, and the specific avoidance motivations of 
avoiding negative affect and verbal manipulation, mediated the association between 
 228 
attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance and being the victim/target of sexual coercion. 
As noted in Section 6.4.2, approaching material rewards, self-validation, avoiding negative 
affect, and verbal manipulation, may all be motivations that mediate the attachment style to 
victim/target link across both attachment dimensions, however, the endorsement of these 
motives may resonate differently as a function of each attachment dimension. Although there 
is no direct research investigating the link between material rewards, attachment, and sexual 
coercion, for those high on attachment anxiety, being the victim/target of sexual coercion to 
approach material rewards may be explained in terms of the importance that can be placed 
on perceiving material rewards as tangible and highly concrete indications of love and 
commitment (Bartz & Lydon, 2006). Research has found that individuals high on attachment 
anxiety are keen to accept gifts and derive satisfaction from the receipt of gifts from others 
(Bartz & Lydon, 2006). However, for individuals high on attachment avoidance, material 
rewards may reflect the acquisition of instrumental resources that are non-emotional in 
nature, and thus circumvent issues of emotional closeness (Feeney, 2016; Gillath et al., 
2016). Moreover, approaching material rewards, even if it means that one may fall victim or 
be the target of sexual coercion, aligns with their positive disposition towards exchange 
relationships and resource transactions (Bartz & Lydon, 2006). 
In relation to self-validation, as noted in Section 6.4.2, individuals high in attachment 
anxiety have a high need for validation and an excessive need for reassurance and approval 
(Karantzas et al., 2010). Thus, if they believe acquiescing to a partner’s subtle sexual 
advances will assuage their pursuit for self-validation, being the victim/target of sexual 
coercion is likely to result for anxiously attached individuals (at least in part). For 
individuals high in attachment avoidance, approaching self-validation may be an important 
motive, as it assists in maintaining a positive self-image – which entails exaggerated 
appraisals of competence and the ability to be self-reliant (Mikulincer, 1998). Thus, 
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avoidantly attached individuals may be more likely to be the victim/target of sexual coercion 
if there is the potential to enhance one’s own self-perceptions. 
In terms of avoiding negative affect, again, individuals high on either attachment 
anxiety or attachment avoidance have a need to avoid negative emotions, but the manner in 
which they deal with it is quite different (see Sections 4.4 and 6.4.2 [Davis, 2006; Davis et 
al., 2004; Impett et al., 2008; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Schachner & Shaver, 2004]). 
However, if being the victim/target of sexual coercion equally assuages negative affect for 
those high on attachment anxiety or avoidance, then it is reasonable to assume the important 
role this motivation plays for individuals high in attachment insecurity in situations of sexual 
coercion. For individuals high in attachment anxiety, their use of hyperactivating strategies 
has them maintain chronic levels of distress, and report difficulties regulating emotions – 
especially negative emotions (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Therefore, if being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion holds promise in helping to avert negative emotions, then it 
may well be that acquiescence to the sexual advances and pressure of a romantic partner will 
occur. In contrast, for individuals high on attachment avoidance, their deactivating strategies 
work in a manner in which negative affect is defended against in ways that attempt to 
minimise or suppress the full-blown experience of negative emotions (Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007). Thus being the victim/target of sexual coercion may well occur as a function of 
avoidantly attached individuals being motivated to avoid the experience of negative 
emotions. 
In relation to being the perpetrator of sexual coercion, the specific approach 
motivation of power, control and dominance, and the avoidance motivations of avoiding 
negative affect and discussion mediated the association between both attachment anxiety and 
attachment avoidance and the perpetration of subtle sexual coercion. While the motive of 
power, control and dominance is thought to figure prominently for individuals high on 
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attachment avoidance when it comes to various aspects of relationship functioning, including 
sexual behaviour (Birnbaum et al., 2011; Davis et al., 2004; Schachner & Shaver, 2004), this 
motive also appears to matter to individuals high on attachment anxiety. For individuals high 
on attachment avoidance, exerting one’s power and control is seen to ensure that 
interpersonal interactions (such as those involving sexual behaviour) can be managed in a 
way that ensures their needs for emotional distance are met as well as maintaining self-views 
of independence, self-reliance and minimising the need for relationships (Gillath et al., 2016; 
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). In relation to attachment anxiety, 
research into conflict patterns, helping behaviour, as well as some work on sexual behaviour, 
has demonstrated that individuals high on attachment anxiety are known to engage in 
controlling and dominating behaviours as a way to maintain psychological and physical 
proximity, and to allay chronic concerns regarding rejection (Feeney, 2016; Feeney & 
Karantzas, 2017; Kunce & Shaver, 1994; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 
In terms of perpetrating sexual coercion to avoid discussion, the positive associations 
between this motive and both attachment anxiety and avoidance is also consistent with past 
research (Brassard et al., 2007; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002). Individuals 
high in attachment avoidance tend to engage in avoidance or withdrawal behaviours within 
relationship contexts – whether sexual or otherwise – as a means to maintain emotional 
distance and minimise closeness and the discussion of relationship concerns (e.g., Davis et 
al., 2004; Feeney & Karantzas, 2017). Attachment anxiety has also been found to be 
associated with avoidance behaviour, but only under conditions where individuals high in 
attachment anxiety fear that a discussion may result in raising further worries or concerns 
about the relationship, or increasing the likelihood of further rejection (Feeney, 2016; 
Feeney & Karantzas, 2017). Under such conditions, anxiously attached individuals are 
motivated to avoid such discussions and engage in alternative proximity seeking and 
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validation behaviours (Feeney, 2016; Feeney & Karantzas, 2017). To this end, being 
motivated to perpetrate sexual coercion as a means of avoiding discussion may reflect 
worries and concerns that anxiously attached individuals have about the outcome of certain 
relationship discussions.  
As with being the victim/target of sexual coercion, avoiding negative affect mediated 
the association between attachment style and sexual coercion perpetration. Thus, it may well 
be that the reasons that underpin endorsement of these motives by insecurely attached 
individuals when being the victim/target of sexual coercion also apply to when being the 
perpetrator. As noted in Section 6.4.2, an anxiously attached individuals inability to regulate 
negative affect effectively (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007) may manifest by way of 
perpetrating sexual coercion. That is, the act of pressuring a partner to engage in sex (with 
the intended outcome of a sexual interaction) may be a misguided regulatory or defensive 
strategy to short-circuit the experience of negative affect. In relation to attachment 
avoidance, sexual perpetration may be a manifestation of a pre-emptive defence against 
experiencing negative affect, or an attempt to assuage tuning into negative emotions. That is, 
the deactivating regulatory strategies that underpin the behaviours of individuals high on 
attachment avoidance (Gillath et al., 2016; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016) may be expressed as 
the perpetration of sexual coercion in intimate relationships as a way to suppress or distance 
oneself from negative affect (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). 
6.5 Summary 
The findings for Study 2 provided confirmation of the underlying factor structure of 
the two versions of the SCAAM-Q. The findings of Study 2 (like Study 1) suggest that there 
is merit in using the SCAAM-Q to assess either the broad or specific motivations 
underpinning subtle sexual coercion, thus the assessment of global or broad motivations may 
well depend on the substantive interests of researchers. The findings of the present study 
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provide further evidence as to the internal consistency of the global and specific motivational 
factors, and the validity assessments suggest that the global approach and avoidance 
motivations, and most specific motivations demonstrate associations with diverse aspects of 
relationships – including individual differences in attachment, sociosexuality, relationship 
quality, and the actual experience of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual 
coercion. Moreover, these associations reflect empirical relationships that are largely 
consistent with past research as well as in line with theoretical predictions. Finally, the 
findings of Study 2 provide further evidence that global and specific approach and avoidance 
motivations do indeed mediate the association between attachment style and being the 
victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. Importantly, it appears that motives do have 
an explanatory role in understanding the reason for why both attachment anxiety and 
attachment avoidance can demonstrate associations related to both the victim/target and 
perpetrator perspective of subtle sexual coercion. 
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Chapter 7 – Study 3 
 
This chapter reports on Study 3, which took the form of a dyadic study of heterosexual 
couples. Specifically, Study 3 (much like Studies 1 and 2) investigated the associations 
between attachment style, approach and avoidance motivations for sexual coercion (both 
victim/target and perpetrator), and the experience of being the victim/target and perpetrator 
of sexual coercion. However, in taking a dyadic perspective, effects could be estimated 
regarding how an individual’s attachment style and motives can influence their own as well 
as their partner’s experiences of subtle sexual coercion. The chapter begins with a brief 
introduction in which the aims and hypotheses are outlined; this is then followed by a 
description of the methodology, the reporting of the results, and finally, a discussion of the 
findings.  
7.1 Introduction 
As discussed in Section(s) 3.6 and 3.7, attachment theory provides a useful 
framework for understanding many aspects of relationship functioning, including sexual 
behaviour. In relation to the current thesis, individual differences in adult attachment are 
argued to be associated with approach and avoidance motivations for either being the 
victim/target and/or perpetrator of sexual coercion, and in turn, these motives are associated 
with the actual experience of sexual coercion as either a victim/target and/or perpetrator. 
These assumed associations between attachment style, motivations and experiences of subtle 
sexual coercion were derived as a function of past direct and indirect evidence suggesting 
that motives may be an important explanatory mechanism in understanding the association 
between attachment and subtle sexual coercion (Birnbaum et al., 2011; Brassard et al., 2007; 
Davis et al., 2004; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002; Karantzas et al., 2016; 
Schachner & Shaver, 2004; see also Sections 3.7, 4.1 and 4.4). 
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Beyond developing a measure to assess the approach and avoidance motivations that 
may underpin being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion, Studies 1 and 
2 tested whether motives mediate the association between attachment style and experiences 
of sexual coercion. Although the findings of Studies 1 and 2 provide evidence that approach 
and avoidance motives do play a mediating role in the link between attachment style and 
subtle sexual coercion, these studies were conducted using individuals rather than couples. 
However, sexual coercion is a dyadic phenomenon (see Section 2.4) in which individual 
differences in attachment and the motives of each dyad member are likely to influence not 
only one’s own experiences of sexual coercion, but also their partner’s experience of sexual 
coercion (Impett et al., 2008). Moreover, the extent to which couple members report being 
either the victim/target or perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion is likely tied to the extent that 
the partner has either been the victim/target and/or perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion 
(Brousseau et al., 2011; Mathes, 2013; O’Leary & Williams, 2006). However, much of the 
research on sexual coercion has relied on extrapolating information from individual data to 
report on dyads, and therefore lack a true dyadic focus (e.g., Mathes, 2013). 
Despite the need to approach the study of subtle sexual coercion from a dyadic 
perspective, there is indeed very little previous research that has investigated sexual coercion 
from a dyadic standpoint, and no research has attempted to integrate attachment style and 
motivations. Nevertheless, it is clear that from the limited dyadic studies examining sexual 
behaviour in general that attachment style is linked to approach and avoidance motivations, 
thus supporting the importance of integrating the study of individual differences in 
attachment with motivations within a dyadic context. For instance, Impett et al. (2008) 
conducted a study that investigated the associations between both partners’ attachment 
orientations and their daily motivations and goals for engaging in sex. They found that men 
and women who had partners high in attachment avoidance, were likely to engage in sex for 
 235 
their own motivations, goals and need for sexual pleasure, rather than for reasons to do with 
their romantic partner (Impett et al., 2008). In addition, they found that men and women who 
had partners that were high in attachment anxiety, were more likely to engage in sex to 
please their partner. Specifically, women who had anxiously attached partners were likely to 
engage in sex to promote intimacy and to prevent their partners from becoming angry, as 
well as due to general feelings of obligation (Impett et al., 2008). While this study is one of 
the only studies that has investigated both partner’s attachment orientations and how one 
partner’s attachment orientation may influence their partner’s motivations and goals for 
engaging in sex, a thorough search of the databases (i.e., Scopus, MEDLINE Complete, 
PsycARTICLES, PsycBOOKS, PsycEXTRA, Psychology and Behavioral Sciences 
Collection, PsycINFO) revealed no studies that had investigated both partner’s attachment 
styles and their motivations regarding being the victim/target and/or the perpetrator of sexual 
coercion.   
Thus, Study 3 of this doctoral thesis aimed to address this gap in the literature, by 
investigating whether men’s and women’s self-reported attachment styles are associated 
with not only their own approach and avoidance motivations for engaging in subtle sexual 
coercion, but also their partner’s approach and avoidance motivations for engaging in sexual 
coercion. In addition, this study also builds on previous research by investigating whether 
men’s and women’s motives for engaging in sexual coercion are associated with not only 
their own experiences of being the victim/target and/or perpetrator of sexual coercion, but 
also their partner’s experiences of being the victim/target and/or perpetrator of sexual 
coercion. The dyadic nature of Study 3 also allows for the estimation of the associations 
between men and women’s experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle 
sexual coercion. That is, it is possible to determine the extent to which one dyad member’s 
reports of being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion is associated with the extent that 
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the partner reports being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. This is an important 
association to estimate as it speaks to the extent that subtle sexual coercion perpetration and 
victimisation/targeting may be considered as co-occurring reciprocal phenomena – 
phenomena that are often assumed to co-exist – but for which there is limited empirical 
evidence (see Section 2.4). 
7.1.2 Aims and Hypotheses 
 The purpose of Study 3 was to provide a dyadic context for the primary aim of this 
thesis, which was to investigate whether approach and avoidance motivations regarding 
subtle sexual coercion mediate the association between attachment style and being the 
victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. By bringing a dyadic context into 
Study 3, the primary aim could be investigated from the perspective of whether an 
individual’s own approach and avoidance motivations (for being the victim/target and 
perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion) mediate the association between their own attachment 
style and their own experiences of subtle sexual coercion. This type of mediation effect (i.e., 
how one’s own self-reports on a given construct is associated with their own self-reports on 
other constructs) is termed in the dyadic literature as an actor effect (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 
2006).  
Another perspective from which the primary aim can be investigated is from whether 
an individual’s approach and avoidance motives pertaining to subtle sexual coercion mediate 
the direct association between their partner’s attachment style and their partner’s 
experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. This type of 
mediation effect (i.e., how one’s own self-report on a given construct is associated with their 
partner’s reports on other constructs) is termed a partner effect (Kenny et al., 2006). In 
addition to the partner mediation effect just outlined, other possible permutations of 
mediation partner effects are possible as part of taking a dyadic perspective. For instance, it 
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may be that an individual’s approach and avoidance motivations mediate the association 
between their own attachment style and their partner’s experience of being the victim/target 
and/or perpetrator of sexual coercion. Thus, taking a dyadic perspective allows us to 
investigate the associations between attachment styles, motivations for subtle sexual 
coercion, and the experience of sexual coercion (from victim/target and perpetrator 
perspectives), and unpack the relative contribution of actor and partner effects to 
understanding the mediation model proposed as part of the primary aim of this thesis. To this 
end, the hypotheses for Study 3, unlike Studies 1 and 2, encompass predictions pertaining to 
actor and partner effects, and reflect the direct associations between variables and the indirect 
(mediated) associations that were hypothesised across Studies 1 and 2. While Studies 1 and 2 
investigated both the global and subscale approach and avoidance motivations for sexual 
coercion, dyadic data analysis is complex, and therefore Study 3 only investigated approach 
and avoidance motivations at the global level. As such, the predictions made in this third 
study only relate to the global approach and avoidance motivations.  
In terms of actor effects, it was hypothesised that: 
(1a) men’s and women’s attachment anxiety would be positively associated with their 
own approach and avoidance motivations for being both the victim/target and 
perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
(1b) men’s and women’s attachment avoidance would be positively associated with their 
own avoidance motivations for being both the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual 
coercion. 
(1c) men’s and women’s own approach and avoidance motivations for engaging in 
sexual coercion (motives for being both the victim/target and perpetrator) would be 
positively associated with their own experiences of being the victim/target and 
perpetrator of sexual coercion respectively. 
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(1d) men’s and women’s own reports of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual 
coercion would be positively associated. 
(1e) men’s and women’s global approach and avoidance motivations for engaging in 
sexual coercion (both victim/target and perpetrator motives) would mediate the 
association between their own attachment style and their own reports of being both 
the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
  
In terms of partner effects, it was hypothesised that: 
 (2a) men’s and women’s attachment anxiety would be positively associated with their 
partner’s approach and avoidance motivations for being both the victim/target and 
perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
(2b) men’s and women’s attachment avoidance would be positively associated with their 
partner’s avoidance motivations for being both the victim/target and perpetrator of 
sexual coercion.  
(2c) men’s and women’s own approach and avoidance motivations for engaging in 
sexual coercion (motives for being both the victim/target and perpetrator) would be 
positively associated with their partner’s experiences of being the victim/target and 
perpetrator of sexual coercion respectively. 
(2d) men’s and women’s own reports of being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle 
sexual coercion would be positively associated with their partner’s reports of being 
the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. 
(2e) men’s and women’s global approach and avoidance motivations for engaging in 
sexual coercion (both victim/target and perpetrator motives) would mediate the 
association between their partner’s attachment style and their partner’s reports of 
being both the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
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7.2 Method 
7.2.1 Participants 
 A total of 117 heterosexual couples (234 individuals; 117 men, 117 women; M age = 
30.42, SD = 12.52 years) participated in this online dyadic study. Approximately 67.9% of 
participants were born in Australia, 13.7% of participants were born in the United States of 
America, 2.6% of participants were born in Canada, and the remaining 15.8% of participants 
were born in England, New Zealand and Sweden. All participants were over the age of 18 
years, and all couples had previously engaged in sexual intercourse in their current 
relationship. In terms of sexual orientation, 220 participants identified as straight, and 14 
participants identified as bisexual, but all participants stated that their current relationship 
was heterosexual in nature. The average length that the couples had been in their current 
romantic relationship was 7 years (SD = 10.01 years), ranging from a minimum of 2 months 
to a maximum of 56 years. Four couples described their current relationship status as 
casually dating (3.4%), 42 couples were steady dating (35.9%), 40 couples were cohabiting 
(34.2%), 8 couples were engaged (6.8%) and 23 couples were married (19.7%).  
7.2.2 Materials  
Background Information. A series of demographic questions were used to 
determine the participant’s age, gender, sexual history, relationship history, relationship 
status, relationship length, sexual orientation, postcode and birth country (Appendix H). 
Attachment. The participants completed the Experiences in Close Relationship 
Scale Short Form (ECR-S; Wei et al., 2007). This is the same measure that was used in 
Studies 1 and 2 (see Section 5.2.2 for details).  
Motives for Sexual Coercion (Victim/Target). Participants completed the 
victim/target version of the Sexual Coercion Approach-Avoidance Motivations 
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Questionnaire (SCAAM-Q) that was developed and validated in Studies 1 and 2 (see Section 
6.2.2 and Appendix F for details). For the purposes of Study 3, only the global level of 
approach and avoidance motivations assessed by the SCAAM-Q were used.  
Motives for Sexual Coercion (Perpetrator). All participants also completed the 
perpetration version of the Sexual Coercion Approach-Avoidance Motivations Questionnaire 
(SCAAM-Q) that was developed and validated in Studies 1 and 2 (see Section 6.2.2 and 
Appendix G for details). For the purposes of Study 3, only the global level of approach and 
avoidance motivations assessed by the SCAAM-Q were used.  
  Experiences of Sexual Coercion. Participants also completed the Perpetrator of 
Sexual Coercion and Victim of Sexual Coercion Scales (PVSCS; Mathes & McCoy, 2011) 
used in Studies 1 and 2 to assess experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of 
sexual coercion respectively (see Section 5.2.2 for details). 
7.2.3 Procedure 
Approval to conduct this research was obtained from Deakin Universities Human 
Research Ethics Committee (Appendix B). An advertisement to recruit couples for this study 
was posted online to various social media websites such as Facebook and Reddit (Appendix 
I). Potential participants that viewed the advertisement were informed that the study was a 
couples study, and that both themselves and their partner would be required to participate in 
the study. Potential participants were advised to discuss participation with their partner prior 
to completing the online survey, to ensure that they were both willing to participate, and they 
were informed that if their partner did not end up participating in the study, then their own 
responses to the study would be withdrawn. The participants were also advised to complete 
the online survey separately. Interested participants (i.e., each member of the couple) then 
clicked on a link in the advertisement that took them to the Plain Language Statement (PLS; 
see Appendix J). Upon reading the PLS, participants were required to indicate their consent 
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to participate in the study by selecting “Wish to participate in this study” at the bottom of the 
PLS.  
 After consenting to participate, participants were first taken to a page where they were 
asked to generate a Couple ID (see Appendix H), so that the responses from each member of 
the dyad could be matched for the undertaking of dyadic analysis. Participants were required 
to write their initials and their birth year in one box, and then they were asked to write their 
partner’s initials and their partner’s birth year in a second box. Participants were given an 
example to ensure that all of the Couple ID’s would be in the correct format. The example 
that the participants received was “For example, if your name is John Smith, and you were 
born in 1980, then you would write: JS1980”.  
 Once the participants had filled in the answers to create their Couple ID, they then 
answered the various sections of the online questionnaire that included demographic 
questions, attachment style, approach and avoidance motivations for sexual coercion (from 
both the victim/target and perpetrator’s perspective), as well as a measure assessing 
experiences of sexual coercion. The online survey took approximately 15-20 minutes to 
complete. After completing and submitting the online survey response, participants were 
presented with a thank-you page (Appendix K), which included a short debrief that gave the 
participants details of what the study was about. The link to the survey was also provided on 
the thank-you page, so that the participants were able to provide the survey link to their 
partners so that they could also complete the study (in the event they had not already 
completed the survey). 
7.2.4 Data Analysis 
An Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM) is a form of Multilevel Structural 
Equation Modeling (MSEM), where both individuals are nested within the dyad, so that the 
analysis of individuals is nested within couples. This allows analyses to be decoupled into 
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two types of effects – actor effects and partner effects. Actor effects pertain to the 
associations between a person’s own scores on a given variable and their scores on a related 
outcome variable, whereas partner effects reflect the associations between a person’s scores 
on a given variable and their partner’s scores on an outcome variable (Cook & Kenny, 
2005). Conducting an APIM with indistinguishable dyads is complex; therefore only 
distinguishable dyads were included in the analyses for this study. Unlike other forms of 
Structural Equation Modeling, it is not customary to report fit indices as part of APIMs as 
the need to saturate the model by way of modelling the interdependence between both 
members of the dyad can add model complexity that is inherently penalised through the 
statistical functions underpinning many fit indices. To this end, the reporting of fit can often 
reflect an erroneous or misrepresentation of the adequacy of the model (Kenny et al., 2006). 
Therefore, the reporting of fit is omitted from the presentation of the APIMs. 
The actor paths in the APIMs pertaining to the present study reflect the paths 
between men’s attachment style (i.e., attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance) to 
men’s approach and avoidance motivations for sexual coercion (both victim/target and 
perpetrator), that then lead to men’s experiences of sexual coercion (both as the victim/target 
and perpetrator, see Figure 7.1). Likewise, these same actor paths are estimated for women 
(see Figure 7.1).  
The APIMs tested as part of this study also comprise a series of partner paths. The 
partner paths in the model include the paths where men’s attachment style (i.e., attachment 
anxiety and attachment avoidance) is linked to women’s approach and avoidance 
motivations for engaging in sexual coercion, and where women’s attachment style is linked 
to men’s approach and avoidance motivations for engaging in sexual coercion (see Figure 
7.1). In addition, men’s approach and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of 
subtle sexual coercion are linked to women’s experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual 
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Figure 7.1. Representation of the APIM analysis of the associations between attachment 
style, motivations for sexual coercion, and experiences of sexual coercion - actor and partner 
effects. 
 
coercion, and men’s approach and avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of sexual 
coercion are linked to women’s previous experiences of being the victim/target of sexual 
coercion (see Figure 7.1). These partner paths are also estimated for women such that 
women’s approach and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of subtle sexual 
coercion are linked to men’s experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion, and 
women’s approach and avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of sexual coercion 
are linked to men’s previous experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion (see 
Figure 7.1). Given the complexity of the APIMs to be estimated, two APIMs were 
conducted. The difference between the two APIMs was that either attachment anxiety or 
attachment avoidance was imputed as the exogenous (independent variable). While an 
empirical investigation of the subscales pertaining to approach and avoidance motivations 
would provide useful insights, the need to run separate models for each set of specific 
motivations would significantly increase the Type II error rate, which is known to increase in 
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line with an asymptotic distribution when multiple path analytic models are conducted with 
the opting in-and-out of mediating variables (Byrne, 2016; Kline, 2015). 
To test for dyadic indirect effects, the same procedures utilised across Studies 1 and 2 
were implemented, with the only difference being that mediation was tested in relation to 
actor effects and partner effects. To this end, all indirect effects were bootstrapped to 5000 
replications and the bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals were estimated. 
7.3 Results 
 A total of 127 couples participated in the study. Missing data analyses revealed a 
total of four couples where one partner had more than 10% missing data (they had either 
missed entire measures or they had only half completed the survey), and therefore these four 
couples were removed from the analysis. A further five couples were removed from the 
analyses because they had not engaged in sex with their current relationship partner, which 
was a requirement to be able to participate in the study. Given that the study focused on 
heterosexual relationships and also that distinguishable dyads were needed in order to easily 
conduct the APIM, one couple was removed from the analysis because they were in a same-
sex relationship. As a result, all analyses were conducted on the remaining 117 couples.  
7.3.1 Assumptions of Normality and Descriptive Statistics for the Independent and 
Dependent Variables 
The data from the 117 couples used across analyses did not violate assumptions of 
normality (see Table 7.1), with absolute skewness (≤ 2) and kurtosis (≤ 7) values falling 
within the range of a normal distribution (DeCarlo, 1997) for men and women. No univariate 
outliers (zresidual ± ≤ 1.96) or multivariate outliers (Mahalanobis distance = 59.304, p > .05) 
were detected. As shown in Table 7.1, all measures demonstrated good to high internal 
consistency (Cronbach alpha).  
 245 
 
Table 7.1 
Descriptive statistics for the Continuous Independent Variables and Dependent Variables in 
Study 3 
Variables 
 
M 
 
SD 
 
 
Range 
Skewness Kurtosis  
Reliability 
 
Statistic SE Statistic SE 
Men         
   Attachment Anxiety 3.58 1.35 1-7 0.38 .22   -0.04 .44 α = .75 
   Attachment Avoidance 1.87 0.87 1-5 1.14 .22 0.77 .44 α = .74 
   Approach Motivations V 3.93 0.78 1-6   -0.43 .22 1.29 .44 α = .76 
   Avoidance Motivations V 2.25 1.04 1-6 1.16 .22 1.61 .44 α = .82 
   Approach Motivations P 3.07 1.23 1-6 0.21 .22   -0.01 .44 α = .92 
   Avoidance Motivations P 1.85 1.05 1-7 1.83 .22 3.83 .44 α = .90 
   SC Victim/Target 1.56 0.50 1-3 0.94 .22 0.69 .44 α = .84 
   SC Perpetration 1.43 0.50 1-3 1.14 .22 0.43 .44 α = .89 
Women         
   Attachment Anxiety 3.56 1.31 1-7 0.10 .22   -0.53 .44 α = .79 
   Attachment Avoidance 2.11 1.08 1-6 1.10 .22 0.61 .44 α = .73 
   Approach Motivations V 3.91 0.80 1-6   -0.27 .22 0.49 .44 α = .76 
   Avoidance Motivations V 2.44 1.16 1-6    1.01 .22 0.70 .44 α = .84 
   Approach Motivations P 2.93 1.04 1-6    0.23 .22 0.32 .44 α = .88 
   Avoidance Motivations P 1.85 0.93 1-5    1.59 .22 2.89 .44 α = .86 
   SC Victim/Target 2.09 0.77 1-4    0.18 .22   -0.96 .44 α = .90 
   SC Perpetration 1.38 0.38 1-3    0.84 .22   -0.19 .44 α = .81 
Note: SC = Sexual Coercion, V = Victim/Target, P = Perpetration 
 
In relation to mean levels reported by the couples, Table 7.1 shows that men and 
women had very similar levels of approach and avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target of subtle sexual coercion, with both men and women showing moderate levels 
of approach motivations, and low levels of avoidance motivations for being the victim/target 
of sexual coercion. In terms of motivations for subtle sexual coercion perpetration, men 
showed moderate levels of approach motivations, women showed low to moderate levels of 
approach motivations, and both men and women showed low levels of avoidance 
motivations for being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. In terms of attachment style, both 
men and women showed moderate levels of attachment anxiety, and low levels of 
attachment avoidance. In terms of experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion, 
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both men and women showed low levels, however women had a slightly higher level than 
men. In terms of experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion, both men and 
women showed low levels.  
7.3.2 Actor-Partner Interdependence Model 
The interrelationships among the key variables of attachment style, motivations for 
sexual coercion, and past experiences of sexual coercion that were included in the model (as 
presented in Figures 7.2 and 7.3) were estimated with Maximum Likelihood Estimation. 
Actor-Partner Interdependence Models (APIM) were conducted using IBM AMOS 24.0 
(Arbuckle, 2016), resulting in the estimation of actor and partner effects. The estimation of 
the APIMs included modelling of interdependence (associations between men's and 
women’s scores on the same variables) as well as the correlations between men’s and 
women’s experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion1. Two 
APIMs were estimated, one in which men’s and women’s attachment anxiety was imputed 
as the independent variable, and another in which men’s and women’s attachment avoidance 
was modelled as the independent variable.  
Due to conducting the two APIM models separately according to attachment style 
(i.e., one model with attachment anxiety as the independent variable, and another with 
attachment avoidance as the independent variable), the interaction between the actor’s 
attachment orientation and the partner’s attachment orientation in these models was not 
tested. Only the correlation between men’s attachment anxiety and women’s attachment 
anxiety, and men’s attachment avoidance and women’s attachment avoidance was tested. 
Despite recruiting a large sample of couples, the complexity of the APIMs conducted meant 
                                                        
1 The direct paths between men’s previous experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion and 
women’s previous experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion were tested, as well as the paths 
between men’s previous experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion and women’s previous 
experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion. The results demonstrated similar direct effects 
irrespective of the direction that it was modelled; hence it was most appropriate to demonstrate these 
associations as covariances. 
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that running one model and including an interaction term that accounted for the 
configuration of the partner’s attachment styles would have resulted in a model that was 
underpowered. This is one important reason for why two, rather than one, APIMs were 
conducted. However future research could investigate this, as testing the combination of 
attachment styles within a couple could yield theoretically meaningful outcomes. 
 
 
7.3.2.1 Actor-Partner Interdependence Model: Attachment Anxiety 
7.3.2.1.1 Actor Effects for Attachment Anxiety 
As shown in Figure 7.2, all actor paths from men’s and women’s attachment anxiety 
were significantly positively associated with their own approach and avoidance motivations 
for being the victim/target of sexual coercion, as well as being the perpetrator of sexual 
coercion. Thus, the actor effects between attachment anxiety and approach and avoidance 
motivations for subtle sexual coercion demonstrated replication across the two sexes. 
However, the magnitude of these associations was higher for men (βs = .43 to .58) than for 
women (βs = .18 to .28). 
The actor paths from men’s and women’s approach and avoidance motivations to 
their own reports of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion differed for 
men and women. For men, all actor paths were significant such that men’s approach 
motivations for being the victim/target were negatively associated with men’s previous 
experiences of being the victim/target, and men’s avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target and approach and avoidance motivations for perpetration were positively 
associated with both reports of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion.    
In contrast, for women, only three paths were significant, namely, women’s avoidance 
motivations (for being both the victim/target and perpetrator) were significantly positively 
associated with women’s previous experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of 
sexual coercion. In addition, women’s approach motivations for being the victim/target were 
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Figure 7.2. APIM of attachment anxiety and sexual coercion (victim/target and perpetrator) mediated by approach and avoidance motivations. 
Note: dashed lines represent a non-significant path (p > .05), solid lines represent a significant path (p < .05). 
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significantly negatively associated with women’s previous experiences of being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion. Thus, approach motivations pertaining to the perpetration of 
subtle sexual coercion were not associated with women’s own reports of perpetration.  
 
7.3.2.1.2 Partner Effects for Attachment Anxiety 
All partner effects for men’s attachment anxiety predicting women’s approach and 
avoidance motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion were 
found to be significant. Specifically, men’s attachment anxiety was significantly positively 
associated with women’s approach and avoidance motivations for being both the 
victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. However, there were no significant partner 
effects for women’s attachment anxiety predicting men’s motivations for sexual coercion 
(see Figure 7.2).  
The partner effects pertaining to the associations between men’s and women’s 
approach and avoidance motivations and reports of being the victim/target and perpetrator of 
sexual coercion revealed one significant path (see Figure 7.2). Specifically, men’s approach 
motivations for being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion were significantly 
negatively associated with women’s experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
 
7.3.2.2 Actor-Partner Interdependence Model: Attachment Avoidance 
7.3.2.2.1 Actor Effects for Attachment Avoidance 
As shown in Figure 7.3, all actor paths from men’s and women’s attachment 
avoidance were not significantly associated with their own approach and avoidance 
motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion or perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
However, the actor paths from men’s and women’s approach and avoidance motivations to 
their own reports of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion demonstrated a 
number of significant associations. Specifically, men’s approach motivations for being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion were negatively associated with men’s previous experiences 
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of being the victim/target, and men’s avoidance motivations for being the victim/target and 
approach and avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion were 
significantly positively associated with their own reports of being the victim/target and 
perpetrator of sexual coercion (see Figure 7.3). For women, women’s approach motivations 
for being the victim/target were significantly negatively associated with women’s previous 
experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion. Furthermore, women’s avoidance 
motivations (for being both the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion) were 
significantly positively associated with women’s own reports of being the victim/target and 
perpetrator of sexual coercion (see Figure 7.3). 
 
7.3.2.2.2 Partner Effects for Attachment Avoidance 
As shown in Figure 7.3, only one partner effect was found to be significant across the 
paths estimated between men’s and women’s approach and avoidance motivations and their 
partner’s reports of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. Specifically, 
men’s approach motivations for being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion were 
significantly negatively associated with women’s experiences of being the perpetrator of 
sexual coercion. There were no significant partner effects found for men and women’s 
attachment avoidance predicting their partner’s approach and avoidance motivations for 
being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion.  
 
7.3.2.3 Correlations between Men and Women’s Experiences of Being the 
Victim/Target and Perpetrator of Sexual Coercion 
 The correlations between men and women’s experiences of being the victim/target 
and perpetrator of sexual coercion were estimated to model the interdependence between 
men’s and women’s reports on the same variable, but also to estimate the within-couple 
association between perpetration and being the victim/target of sexual coercion. As shown in  
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Figure 7.3. APIM of attachment avoidance and sexual coercion (victim/target and perpetrator) mediated by approach and avoidance motivations.   
Note: dashed lines represent a non-significant path (p > .05), solid lines represent a significant path (p < .05). 
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Figures 7.2 and 7.3, women’s experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion was 
moderately positively correlated with their own experiences of being the perpetrator of 
sexual coercion; an association that was replicated for men. 
No significant association was found between men’s and women’s experiences of 
being the victim/target of sexual coercion, however, a significant low positive association 
was found between men’s and women’s experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual 
coercion (see Figures 7.2 and 7.3). Furthermore, a significant moderate positive correlation 
was found between men’s experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion, and 
women’s experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. A significant association  
of the same magnitude was found between women’s experiences of being the victim/target 
of sexual coercion and men’s experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
7.3.3 Indirect Effects of Approach and Avoidance Motives 
 A series of specific indirect effect analyses were conducted to determine whether 
men’s and women’s approach and avoidance motivations for sexual coercion (from both the 
victim/target and perpetrator perspectives) mediate the associations between men’s and 
women’s attachment style and their experiences of sexual coercion, in a dyadic context. The 
specific indirect effects were estimated by imputing the global approach and avoidance 
scales of the two versions of the SCAAM-Q as mediating variables between attachment style 
(i.e., levels of attachment anxiety and avoidance) and reports of being the victim/target or 
perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion respectively for men and women. The dyadic nature of 
this study meant that mediation effects, much like the direct effects estimated as part of the 
APIM, could be partitioned into effects pertaining to the actor and partner. In this way, an 
indirect actor effect reflected when men’s and women’s own approach and avoidance 
motivations mediated their own reports on attachment style and their own reports on being 
the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. An indirect partner effect reflected when 
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the motives of one’s partner mediated one’s own attachment style and their own reports of 
being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
All indirect effects analyses were estimated using the methods applied in Studies 1 
and 2. Specifically, the indirect effects were derived by bootstrapping the data to 5000 
replications, and the 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals were estimated. For ease of 
presentation, the mediation analyses regarding men’s and women’s approach and avoidance 
motivations for subtle sexual coercion are reported separately for being the victim/target and 
perpetrator of sexual coercion.   
 
7.3.3.1 Approach and Avoidance Motivations Mediating the Association Between 
Attachment Orientation and Being the Victim/Target of Sexual Coercion 
 As shown in Table 7.2, only one actor mediation effect for men was found when 
being the victim/target of sexual coercion was modelled as the outcome variable. Men’s 
global avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion were 
found to mediate the association between men’s attachment anxiety and their own 
experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion. Specifically, men’s attachment 
anxiety was positively associated with men’s avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, which in turn, were positively associated with men’s 
previous experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion.  
For women, two actor mediation effects were found when being the victim/target of 
sexual coercion was modelled as the outcome variable. Firstly, women’s avoidance 
motivations for being the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion were found to mediate the 
association between women’s attachment anxiety and their own experiences of being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion. Secondly, women’s avoidance motivations mediated the 
association between women’s attachment avoidance and their previous experiences of being 
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the victim/target of sexual coercion. Specifically, women’s attachment anxiety and 
attachment avoidance were both positively associated with women’s avoidance motivations 
for being the victim/target of sexual coercion, which in turn, were positively associated with 
women’s experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion.  
 
Table 7.2 
Victim/Target Specific Indirect Effects for Men and Women 
 Estimate SE 95% CI 
Lower 
bound 
95% CI 
Upper 
bound 
Men     
(Actor indirect effects)     
M Att Anx  Men’s Approach Motives (V)  M SC(V) -.0525 .0360 -.1243 .0167 
M Att Anx  Men’s Avoidance Motives (V)  M SC(V)  .0519* .0309  .0000 .1249 
M Att Av  Men’s Approach Motives (V)  M SC(V) -.0003 .0197  -.0366 .0447 
M Att Av  Men’s Avoidance Motives (V)  M SC(V)  .0101 .0150  -.0100 .0553 
(Partner indirect effects)     
M Att Anx  Women’s Approach Motives (P)  M SC(V)  .0115 .0187 -.0229 .0515 
M Att Anx  Women’s Avoidance Motives (P)  M SC(V)  .0054 .0276 -.0463 .0605 
M Att Av  Women’s Approach Motives (P)  M SC(V) -.0155 .0183 -.0743 .0043 
M Att Av  Women’s Avoidance Motives (P)  M SC(V) -.0001 .0099 -.0260 .0170 
Women     
(Actor indirect effects)     
W Att Anx  Women’s Approach Motives (V)  W SC(V) -.0215 .0224 -.0882  .0071 
W Att Anx  Women’s Avoidance Motives (V)  W SC(V)  .0922**  .0321  .0400  .1722 
W Att Av  Women’s Approach Motives (V)  W SC(V)  .0141 .0191  -.0079 .0756 
W Att Av  Women’s Avoidance Motives (V)  W SC(V)  .0492** .0341  .0001 .1347 
(Partner indirect effects     
W Att Anx  Men’s Approach Motives (P)  W SC(V) -.0083  .0185  -.0760 .0100 
W Att Anx  Men’s Avoidance Motives (P)  W SC(V)  .0039  .0167  -.0117 .0626 
W Att Av  Men’s Approach Motives (P)  W SC(V)  .0024  .0119  -.0117 .0474 
W Att Av  Men’s Avoidance Motives (P)  W SC(V)  .0007 .0129 -.0210 .0358 
Note: Att Anx = Attachment Anxiety, Att Av = Attachment Avoidance, SC(V) = Sexual Coercion   Victim/Target, (P) = 
Perpetration, M = Men, W = Women. 
 * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
 
In terms of partner indirect effects, no significant effects were found for either men 
or women. As shown in Table 7.2, a partner’s approach and avoidance motivations for being 
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the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion were not found to mediate the associations between 
one’s own attachment style and own reports of being the victim/target of sexual coercion. 
 
7.3.3.2 Approach and Avoidance Motivations Mediating the Association Between 
Attachment Orientation and Being the Perpetrator of Sexual Coercion 
 As shown in Table 7.3, one specific indirect actor effect was found to be significant 
for men. Men’s avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion 
were found to mediate the association between men’s attachment anxiety and their own 
experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. Specifically, men’s attachment 
anxiety was positively associated with men’s avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator 
of subtle sexual coercion, which in turn, were positively associated with men’s previous  
experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
For women, two specific actor indirect effects were found to be significant. Women’s 
avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion were found to 
mediate the association between women’s attachment anxiety and their own experiences of 
being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. Also, women’s avoidance motivations mediated 
their own attachment avoidance and their own experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual 
coercion. Specifically, women’s attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance were both 
positively associated with women’s avoidance motivations for being the perpetrator of subtle 
sexual coercion, which in turn, were positively associated with women’s previous 
experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
In terms of partner indirect effects, no significant effects were found for either men 
or women. As shown in Table 7.3, a partner’s approach and avoidance motivations for being 
the victim/target of subtle sexual coercion were not found to mediate the associations 
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between one’s own attachment style and own reports of being the perpetrator of sexual 
coercion. 
 
Table 7.3 
Perpetrator Specific Indirect Effects for Men and Women 
 Estimate SE 95% CI 
Lower 
bound 
95% CI 
Upper 
bound 
Men     
(Actor indirect effects)     
M Att Anx  Men’s Approach Motives (P)  M SC(P)  .0256 .0215 -.0140  .0743 
M Att Anx  Men’s Avoidance Motives (P)  M SC(P)  .0758* .0440  .0031 .1722 
M Att Av  Men’s Approach Motives (P)  M SC(P) -.0065 .0135 -.0478  .0110 
M Att Av  Men’s Avoidance Motives (P)  M SC(P)  .0054  .0202 -.0203 .0653 
(Partner indirect effects)     
M Att Anx  Women’s Approach Motives (V)  M SC(P)  .0046 .0135 -.0221  .0334 
M Att Anx  Women’s Avoidance Motives (V)  M SC(P)  .0035 .0228 -.0413 .0496 
M Att Av  Women’s Approach Motives (V)  M SC(P) -.0002 .0057 -.0148 .0098 
M Att Av  Women’s Avoidance Motives (V)  M SC(P)  .0000 .0066 -.0142 .0137 
Women     
(Actor indirect effects)     
W Att Anx  Women’s Approach Motives (P)  W SC(P) -.0021 .0146  -.0335  .0246 
W Att Anx  Women’s Avoidance Motives (P)  W SC(P)  .0272* .0182  .0003 .0768 
W Att Av  Women’s Approach Motives (P)  W SC(P) -.0006 .0070  -.0207  .0105 
W Att Av  Women’s Avoidance Motives (P)  W SC(P)  .0055* .0084  .0036 .0387 
(Partner indirect effects)     
W Att Anx  Men’s Approach Motives (V)  W SC(P) -.0087 .0108  -.0460 .0048 
W Att Anx  Men’s Avoidance Motives (V)  W SC(P)  .0000 .0042 -.0087 .0095 
W Att Av  Men’s Approach Motives (V)  W SC(P)  .0006 .0060 -.0093 .0171 
W Att Av  Men’s Avoidance Motives (V)  W SC(P) -.0004 .0051 -.0142 .0079 
Note: Att Anx = Attachment Anxiety, Att Av = Attachment Avoidance, SC(P) = Sexual Coercion Perpetration, (V) = 
Victim/Target, M = Men, W = Women. 
 * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
 
 
7.4 Discussion 
 The purpose of Study 3 was to investigate the primary aim of this thesis from a 
dyadic perspective. In doing so, Study 3 investigated the extent to which men and women’s 
approach and avoidance motivations regarding subtle sexual coercion mediated their 
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attachment style and their own experiences of being the victims/targets and perpetrators of 
sexual coercion, as well as the extent that men’s and women’s motivations mediate their 
partner’s experiences of sexual coercion. Furthermore, Study 3 addressed the dearth of 
research investigating sexual coercion from a dyadic perspective, as previous research had 
either suffered from small sample sizes which lead to underpowered studies, used simple 
correlational or means difference tests, or focused on extrapolating information from data on 
individuals to report on dyads (e.g., Mathes, 2013).  
A series of hypotheses were derived to test for actor and partner effects in the direct 
associations between men’s and women’s attachment styles with approach and avoidance 
motivations, and the direct association between motivations and the actual experience of 
sexual coercion from both the victim/target and perpetrator perspectives. These hypotheses 
extended to actor and partner predictions regarding the mediating role of approach and 
avoidance motivations (i.e., victim/target and perpetrator) for subtle sexual coercion. To this 
end, two sets of five hypotheses were derived and examined from both the actor and partner 
perspectives. That is, the same five hypotheses were tested for actor and partner effects. 
Hypotheses 1a to 1e pertained to predictions relating to actor effects. Hypothesis 1a 
was supported with both men and women’s attachment anxiety being positively associated 
with their own approach and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target and 
perpetrator of sexual coercion respectively. Hypothesis 1b was however not supported, with 
men’s and women’s attachment avoidance demonstrating no significant associations with 
one’s own approach and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of 
sexual coercion.  
The finding that men’s attachment anxiety was found to be significantly positively 
associated with men’s approach and avoidance motivations for engaging in sexual coercion 
(both as the victim/target and perpetrator), and that women’s attachment anxiety was found 
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to be significantly positively associated with women’s approach and avoidance motivations 
for engaging in sexual coercion, is consistent with previous research by Impett et al. (2008). 
Impett et al. (2008) found that women with anxiously attached partners were more likely to 
engage in sex to promote intimacy (i.e., an approach motivation) and to avoid their partner 
becoming angry (i.e., an avoidance motivation). The results of the Impett and colleagues 
(2008) study also demonstrated that men with anxiously attached partners were not likely to 
engage in sex to please their partners or to promote intimacy, which suggests that men are 
likely to engage in sex purely for self-focused motives, and not for motivations that are 
related to their partner. Therefore the findings by Impett et al. (2008) reflect similarities with 
the results of the present study, albeit that the current study examined approach and 
avoidance motives for subtle sexual coercion at a global level.  
Hypothesis 1c related to the associations between men’s and women’s approach and 
avoidance motivations and their own experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator 
of sexual coercion. This hypothesis was partially supported. It was found that men’s 
approach and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle 
sexual coercion were found to be associated with their own experiences of being the 
victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion respectively. For women, their approach and 
avoidance motivations were associated with their own experiences of being the victim/target 
of sexual coercion, however, only their avoidance motivations were associated with their 
reports of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. It is important to note that while it was 
predicted that approach motives would be associated with being the victim/target of sexual 
coercion, and a significant association was found for men and women, the finding was in the 
opposite direction to the prediction for both men and women (i.e., there was a negative rather 
than positive association). This finding is interesting because it suggests that when you take 
both partner’s motives and experiences of sexual coercion into consideration in the analyses, 
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the results show that when both men and women are wanting to approach incentives and 
rewards in the relationship, then they are less likely to actually fall victim/target to subtle 
sexual coercion. Previous research has suggested that the occurrence and experience of 
sexual coercion compromises an individual’s mental representation of their romantic partner 
as being a port of safety and security (Byers & O’Sullivan, 2013; Hall & Knox, 2013). 
Therefore, the negative association for approach motivations and falling victim/target to 
sexual coercion could suggest that people in a current romantic relationship may perceive 
falling victim/target as counterproductive to obtaining the incentives and rewards that they 
are after, especially if it is love and intimacy that the person may be seeking.   
Hypothesis 1d pertained to an expected positive association between men’s and 
women’s experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion and their own 
experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. This hypothesis was supported with 
a moderate positive association found for both men and women. This finding is consistent 
with previous research using individuals and couples that has found a moderate association 
between the two sides of the sexual coercion coin – victimisation and perpetration. For 
instance, Brousseau et al. (2012) found that there was a moderate correlation between men 
and women’s previous experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion and their 
previous experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion (r = .35 for women, and r = 
.47 for men). In addition, Brousseau and colleagues (2012) also found a moderate correlation 
between men and women’s current experiences (i.e., experiences in their current romantic 
relationship) of being the victim/target of sexual coercion and current experiences of being 
the perpetrator of sexual coercion (r = .31 for women, r = .26 for men). The results of the 
current study are thus similar to the correlations that were found by Brousseau and 
colleagues (2012). It is assumed that the positive association reflects the reciprocal nature of 
sexual coercion in romantic relationships that has been previously suggested in the literature, 
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where the moderate correlation may be due to a dysfunctional tit-for-tat dynamic within 
romantic relationships (Mathes, 2013), where one partner may use sexual coercion to obtain 
sex from their partner, and then as a result, the other partner may retaliate by using sexual 
coercion against their partner in the future.  
Hypothesis 1e related to the extent that men’s and women’s approach and avoidance 
motivations mediated the association between their own attachment style and their own 
experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. This hypothesis 
was partially supported. Men’s and women’s avoidance motivations mediated the 
association between their own attachment anxiety and their own reports of being the 
victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. Furthermore, women’s avoidance 
motivations also mediated the association between their own attachment avoidance and their 
own experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. For both 
sexes, approach motives were not found to mediate the link between attachment style to 
sexual coercion experiences. 
The findings pertaining to hypothesis 1e add to the literature on attachment and 
sexual coercion, by providing evidence that in a dyadic context, avoidance motivations for 
being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion mediate the association between a 
person’s attachment style (attachment anxiety for both men and women, and attachment 
avoidance for women) and their previous experiences of sexual coercion. The results of this 
study suggest that avoidance motivations have more of a role to play in helping to explain 
the association between a person’s attachment style and their previous experiences of sexual 
coercion. Specifically, the results suggest that when men and women are engaging in sexual 
coercion (both as the victim/target and the perpetrator), that they are most likely engaging in 
sexual coercion in order to avoid a threat or a punishment, than to obtain an incentive or a 
reward. This finding speaks to the key characteristics of an insecurely attached individual 
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and how the attachment-behavioural system operates. As discussed in Section 3.2, the 
attachment-behavioural system is activated when an insecurely attached individual perceives 
that there is a threat, and as a result they engage in behaviours to try to minimise the threat 
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). In instances of sexual coercion, an insecurely attached 
individual may find a partner’s use of sexual coercion against them as threatening, or they 
may be worried that their partner will do something else that will be costly to themselves or 
the relationship if they don’t give in to their partner’s advances for sex, so they may 
therefore fall victim/target as a way of minimising the threat. By the same token, insecurely 
attached individuals may also turn to perpetrating sexual coercion in times that they are 
feeling threatened, such as during times when they fear rejection from their partner, to avoid 
discussion, or to avoid feelings of negative affect; as they may see sex as a way of avoiding 
these threats.  
Hypotheses 2a to 2e, largely replicated the predictions pertaining to hypotheses 1a to 
1e, however, the focus of hypotheses 2a to 2e were on partner effects. Hypothesis 2a was 
partially supported with only men’s (and not women’s) attachment anxiety being positively 
associated with their partner’s approach and avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion respectively. Hypothesis 2b was not 
supported, with men’s and women’s attachment avoidance demonstrating no significant 
associations with their partner’s approach and avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. The finding that men’s attachment 
anxiety (and not women’s) was positively associated with women’s approach and avoidance 
motivations for sexual coercion is consistent with the findings of Impett et al. (2008), as they 
found that women who had anxiously attached partners were likely to engage in sex to 
promote intimacy and to prevent their partner’s from becoming angry, as well as due to 
general feelings of obligation (Impett et al., 2008).  
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Hypothesis 2c related to the associations between men’s and women’s approach and 
avoidance motivations and their partner’s experiences of being the victim/target and 
perpetrator of sexual coercion. This hypothesis was partially supported, with only one partner 
effect found to be significant. Specifically, men’s approach motivations for being the 
victim/target of subtle sexual coercion were found to be significantly negatively associated 
with women’s experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. This result suggests 
that the more men are willing to fall victim/target to sexual coercion in order to approach 
incentives and rewards in the relationship, then the less likely that women are to actually 
perpetrate. While there is no direct research that can help to explain this association, one 
explanation is that perhaps women may be more attuned to their partners motivations in the 
relationship. For instance, if women sense that their partner may be wanting to approach 
particular incentives and rewards in the relationship, such as love and intimacy, then that may 
make them less likely to engage in sexual coercion perpetration, as women may want to 
approach love and intimacy as well, so they may find another way to approach it without 
having to manipulate their partner into having sex with them.   
Hypothesis 2d related to an expected positive association between men’s experiences 
of being the victim/target of sexual coercion and women’s experiences of being the 
perpetrator, and men’s perpetration of sexual coercion being associated with women’s 
experiences of sexual coercion as a victim/target. This hypothesis was supported with 
moderate positive associations found for both sets of associations. While there exists little by 
way of dyadic research regarding these associations, the current findings are consistent with 
the limited couple research to suggest that victimisation and perpetration are not mutually 
exclusive phenomena (Brousseau et al., 2011; Brousseau et al., 2012; Mathes, 2013). That is, 
the outcome of being a victim/target or perpetrator of sexual coercion does not only reside in 
various distal factors or contextual variables that are external to the relationship, but rather 
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the interdependent nature of couple functioning is an important proximal variable in the 
experience of being the victim/target and/or the perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
Hypothesis 2e related to the extent that men’s and women’s approach and avoidance 
motivations mediated the association between their partner’s attachment style and their 
partner’s experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. This 
hypothesis was not supported with no significant partner mediation effects found across the 
tests of specific indirect effects. A possible explanation for the lack of significant partner 
mediation effects could be that one’s own motivations (and thus their perceptions, attitudes, 
and beliefs) for engaging in subtle sexual coercion pertain to just the self, and not the partner. 
That is, an individual’s motivation for engaging in sexual coercion may only have an impact 
on one’s own outcomes, rather than one’s partner. While sexual coercion is a dyadic 
phenomenon, these results suggest that motivations seem to play into the hands of what the 
individual is doing, and how they set up the individual to either be the perpetrator or 
victim/target.  
7.5 Summary 
 The results of this study suggest that in a dyadic context, attachment anxiety may 
play more of a role than attachment avoidance with regards to the approach and avoidance 
motivations that men and women endorse for being the victim/target and perpetrator of 
subtle sexual coercion. In addition, the findings suggest that men’s attachment anxiety may 
influence not only their own motives for engaging in sexual coercion, but also women’s 
motives for engaging in sexual coercion. In contrast, it appears that men’s motivations for 
engaging in sexual coercion are not significantly influenced by women’s attachment style. 
Women’s previous experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion were also found 
to be associated with men’s approach motivations for being the victim/target of sexual 
coercion.  
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Furthermore, the results suggest that there is a moderate correlation between men and 
women’s previous experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
Lastly, the results suggest that in a dyadic context, avoidance motivations (and not approach 
motivations) for being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion mediate the 
association between men’s and women’s attachment style (especially attachment anxiety) 
and previous experiences of sexual coercion. Furthermore, these mediation effects were only 
evidenced as actor indirect effects with no evidence that motives mediate partner effects 
linking attachment style to experiences of sexual coercion.  
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Chapter 8 – General Discussion 
8.1 Overview of Thesis 
 This thesis consisted of three studies that aimed to apply attachment theory and 
approach-avoidance motivational theory to the study of subtle sexual coercion in romantic 
relationships. The type of sexual coercion (especially the subtle forms of sexual coercion) 
that occurs within romantic relationships is largely an interpersonal experience, however 
there is very limited research on sexual coercion from a relationship science standpoint (i.e., 
social psychological and personality correlates of relationship functioning). The limited 
research that has been conducted investigating sexual coercion within romantic relationships 
has been largely atheoretical in nature (Birnbaum, 2007; Birnbaum, Mikulincer, & Gillath, 
2011). This thesis aimed to address this gap in the literature, by examining subtle sexual 
coercion through the integration of two major theories into the study of romantic 
relationships – attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969/1982; Gillath et al., 2016), and Gable’s 
(2006) model of approach and avoidance motivations.  
This thesis consisted of two broad aims. The primary aim of this thesis was to 
investigate the extent to which approach and avoidance motivations for engaging in subtle 
sexual coercion (both as the victim/target and perpetrator) mediate the association between 
attachment style and being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. However, 
given that there were no existing measures to investigate approach and avoidance 
motivations for engaging in subtle sexual coercion, an important secondary aim of this thesis 
was to develop a measure of approach-avoidance motivations related to sexual coercion. The 
derived measure, the Sexual Coercion Approach-Avoidance Motivations Questionnaire 
(SCAAM-Q), comprised of two versions – one version to assess motives for being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, and another version to assess motives for the perpetration of 
sexual coercion.  
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Three studies were conducted to address the two broad aims of this thesis. Study 1 
focused on the development and psychometric assessment of the SCAAM-Q. The 
psychometric assessment involved establishing the construct validity of the measure as well 
as criterion-related validity. Subsequent to the evaluation of the SCAAM-Q, and in line with 
the primary aim of this thesis, Study 1 also tested whether approach and avoidance 
motivations for subtle sexual coercion mediated the association between attachment style 
and being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. Study 2 was a cross-
validation exercise in which the factor structure and psychometric properties of the 
SCAAM-Q (victim/target and perpetrator versions) were again examined, which included an 
assessment of construct and criterion-related validity. Furthermore, Study 2 also addressed 
the primary aim of the thesis, by re-examining the mediating role of approach and avoidance 
motivations on the association between attachment style and being the victim/target and 
perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion.  
Study 3 was a study of romantic couples and thus provided an opportunity to 
examine the primary aim of this thesis in a dyadic context. The dyadic nature of Study 3 
facilitated the opportunity to examine whether one’s own approach and avoidance motives 
and/or a partner’s approach and avoidance motives mediated links between attachment and 
experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. To this end, Study 
3 allowed for associations between attachment style, approach and avoidance motivations, 
and experiences of sexual coercion to be partitioned into actor and partner effects. Finally, 
the dyadic nature of Study 3 afforded the opportunity to examine the extent to which a 
person’s reports of being the victim/target of sexual coercion were associated with partner 
reports of perpetration. In this way, Study 3 addressed the lack of couple research in 
understanding dyadic processes within the area of sexual coercion (Brousseau et al., 2011; 
O’Leary & Williams, 2006).  
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 In this concluding chapter, the results for each of the three empirical studies in 
relation to the two broad aims of the thesis are extensively discussed. To this end, the 
findings pertaining to criterion-related validity discussed in this chapter focus on attachment 
style and experiences of sexual coercion. Findings pertaining to complementary aspects of 
criterion-related validity (i.e., mating strategies and sociosexuality, sexual sub goals, and 
relationship quality) are discussed in Sections 5.4.2 and 6.4.2.  
In addition to providing a broad discussion of the thesis findings, the strengths of this 
research are discussed, as well as the implications of this research and how the findings can 
help to inform the psycho-education and therapeutic practice of professionals working with 
individuals and couples who have experienced sexual coercion. The implications of the 
results of this research for the adult attachment, approach-avoidance motivations and sexual 
coercion literatures are also outlined. In addition, the limitations of this research and 
suggestions for future research directions are outlined. This chapter concludes with a short 
summary of the major findings of this thesis.  
8.2 Assessing Approach and Avoidance Motivations Pertaining to the Experience of 
Subtle Sexual Coercion 
Given that addressing the primary aim of this thesis required the development and 
psychometric assessment of a measure on approach and avoidance motivations for 
experiencing subtle sexual coercion (i.e., the SCAAM-Q), the findings pertaining to the 
psychometric properties of the measure are discussed first.  
8.2.1 Construct Validity of the SCAAM-Q 
Across Studies 1 and 2, the newly developed SCAAM-Q demonstrated a replicable 
factor structure and strong psychometric properties for both the victim/target and perpetrator 
versions of the measure.  
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In terms of the factor structure, both the victim/target and perpetrator versions of the 
SCAAM-Q demonstrated replicable factor structures for both first-order models (i.e., 
specific factors of approach and avoidance motivations) and higher-order models (i.e., global 
approach and avoidance motivations) pertaining to approach and avoidance motivations for 
subtle sexual coercion. This replicability related to the content and number of factors 
comprising each version of the measure, the magnitude of the factor loadings, as well as the 
goodness of fit for both the first-order and higher-order modelling of factor structures. 
In relation to the content and number of factors pertaining to each version of the 
SCAAM-Q, both the victim/target and perpetrator versions comprised a series of higher-
order and lower-order factors indicative of approach and avoidance motivations. In terms of 
the victim/target version, the modelling of the higher-order structure revealed a global 
approach and global avoidance factor, and each of these higher-order factors were 
underpinned by a series of first-order factors. Across Studies 1 and 2, four first-order factors 
were found to load onto the higher-order approach motivation factor. These four factors 
were: love and intimacy (e.g., to express love, to feel closer to the partner, and to make 
emotional connections with the partner), self-validation (e.g., to feel more desirable, to feel 
better about oneself, and to feel more attractive), material rewards (e.g., to obtain a gift or 
benefit, partner offered to buy them something), and enjoyment and pleasure (e.g., to satisfy 
one’s own sexual needs, strong desire to have sex with partner, and because it feels good). 
When modelled at the first order level, these four factors demonstrated low to moderate 
inter-correlations reflective of facets of approach motivations that are quite distinct from one 
another. Across Studies 1 and 2, three first-order factors were found to load onto the higher-
order avoidance motivation factor. These three factors were to: avoid rejection (e.g., to avoid 
the partner leaving, worried partner wouldn’t love them if they don’t have sex), avoid 
negative affect (e.g., to avoid feeling upset and feeling low), and avoid verbal manipulation 
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(e.g., to avoid verbal pressure, and to avoid the partner begging). These factors also 
demonstrated low to moderate associations when modelled at the first-order level, thus each 
specific factor indeed reflects a distinct aspect of avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target of subtle sexual coercion.  
 In terms of the perpetrator version, the modelling of the higher-order structure 
revealed a global approach and global avoidance factor, and each set of higher-order factors 
were underpinned by a series of first-order factors. Across Studies 1 and 2, five factors were 
found to load onto the higher-order approach motivation factor. These specific factors were: 
love and intimacy (e.g., to feel closer to partner, express love to partner, and be more 
intimate with them), self-validation (e.g., to feel more self-confident, prove attractiveness, 
and feel more desirable), power, control and dominance (e.g., to prove power in the 
relationship, show dominance, and feel more in control of partner), increase social status 
(e.g., to fit in better with peers, to gain approval from others), and enjoyment and pleasure 
(e.g., to satisfy one’s own needs, for the thrill of it). When modelled at the first order level, 
these five factors demonstrated low to moderate inter-correlations reflective of facets of 
approach motivations that are quite separate from one another. Across Studies 1 and 2, four 
first-order factors were found to load onto the higher-order avoidance motivation factor. 
These factors were: to avoid rejection (e.g., feared their partner will leave, feared that they 
would lose the partner), to avoid negative affect (e.g., avoid feeling low and feeling upset), 
to avoid peer pressure (e.g., peers may be pressuring them to have sex), and to avoid 
discussion (e.g., avoid discussing feelings, avoid discussing the relationship and where it is 
heading). These four factors when modelled at the first-order level demonstrated 
associations indicative of distinct aspects of avoidance motivations for the perpetration of 
subtle sexual coercion. 
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 Across the two versions of the SCAAM-Q, a number of common specific approach 
and avoidance factors emerged in terms of being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle 
sexual coercion. In terms of specific approach motivations, love and intimacy, self-
validation and enjoyment and pleasure were motivations that emerged for both being the 
victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. In relation to common avoidance 
motivations, to avoid rejection and the experience of negative affect were the two 
motivations that emerged for being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual 
coercion. 
These common specific motives provide important insights into the particular 
motives that underpin experiences of sexual coercion. It appears that there exists a series of 
approach and avoidance motives that are so central to subtle sexual coercion that they cut 
across the lines of being the victim/target or perpetrator of sexual coercion. It may well be 
that these common motives reflect core facets of human motivation that speak to the pursuit 
of fundamental needs and the avoidance of primary threats. For instance, the need for love 
and intimacy is central to the survival of humans and to create intimate social connections 
that ensure our physical survival as well as our emotional wellbeing over the life course 
(Bowlby, 1969/1982; Umberson & Montez, 2010). The need to experience feelings of 
validation has often been cited in social psychology, personality, and clinical psychology as 
fundamental in experiencing personal and emotional wellbeing (e.g., Crocker & Park, 2004; 
Rogers, 1961; Neff & McGehee, 2010). The need to experience enjoyment and pleasure is 
not only important in terms of people’s propensity for hedonism (e.g., Lowry, Gaskin, 
Twyman, Hammer, & Roberts, 2013), but the experience of enjoyment and pleasure has 
been found to be important for relationship maintenance and sexual functioning (e.g., Boul, 
Hallam-Jones, & Wylie, 2009; Gottman & Levenson, 2000).     
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Thus, it may well be that regardless of whether one is the victim/target and/or 
perpetrator of sexual coercion; some motivations are so fundamental to a human’s desire to 
seek out reward that these motivations can be invoked to influence both parties involvement 
in sexually coercive encounters. While on the face of it these approach motivations reflect 
generally benign intrapersonal drives, within the context of subtle sexual coercion these 
approach motivations appear to manifest in ways that on the one hand can have an individual 
acquiesce to a partner’s unwanted sexual advances, and on the other hand pressure a partner 
to engage in sex despite their initial unwillingness to do so.  
In addition to these approach motives being common across both versions of the 
SCAAM-Q, the factor structures of the victim/target and perpetrator versions revealed 
specific motivations unique to each version. For the victim/target version, material rewards 
emerged as an approach motivation, while for the perpetration version, increasing social 
status and power, control and dominance were the additional derived approach factors.  
Approach motivations in general are the pursuit of specific incentives and rewards, 
and material rewards are a tangible reward that humans often pursue from other people 
(Bhanji & Delgado, 2013; Brandimonte & Ferrante, 2015). People often gain material 
rewards from their close social connections (such as romantic partners, family and friends) 
to help meet their needs for shelter, money, and transportation (Bhanji & Delgado, 2013), 
however when people obtain these rewards from a person in which they are in a romantic 
relationship with, these gifts may also act as a concrete marker of their partner’s love for 
them. Therefore when individuals are seeking love and reassurance from a partner, they may 
be likely to fall victim/target to their partner’s sexual advances when offered gifts or other 
benefits.  
Increasing one’s own social status and approaching power, control and dominance 
were both unique motivations that emerged for sexual coercion perpetration, and these two 
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motivations also reflect needs that humans are motivated to approach – the need for power 
and status. People are hardwired to want to feel accepted and as if they belong, and one way 
that individuals can obtain a sense of belonging and acceptance from others is by engaging 
in behaviours that may increase their social status (Dunning, 2011), and sexual activity has 
been found to be linked with one’s social status (Kreager & Staff, 2009; Kreager, Staff, 
Gauthier, Lefkowitz, & Feinberg, 2016). In terms of power, obtaining power is a way for 
people to get what they want (Boulding, 1989), and one way to obtain power is through 
coercion (Dunning, 2011).  
In relation to specific avoidance motivations, to avoid rejection and to avoid negative 
affect were two motives that were common across the factor structures of the victim/target 
and perpetrator versions of the SCAAM-Q. These two specific motives highlight that when 
it comes to avoidance motivations, concerns regarding rejection and experiencing negative 
affect are pertinent when being the victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. In 
terms of avoiding rejection, studies have repeatedly identified rejection to be one of the most 
significant forms of social pain (e.g., Borsook & MacDonald, 2013; Panksepp, 2003), and 
that in fact, the impact of rejection demonstrates similar neuro-correlates to the impact of 
physical pain (e.g., Eisenberg, Lieberman, & Williams, 2003; MacDonald & Leary, 2005). 
These findings, coupled with individuals needs for affiliation and human connection 
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995), means that individuals are primed to avoid rejection. Thus, 
within the context of sexual interactions, individuals may engage in the perpetration or 
acquiesce to be the victim/target of sexual coercion rather than experience the pain of 
rejection.  
Like rejection, the experience of negative affect is another highly aversive emotional 
state. Moreover, individuals tend to ruminate and attend to negative emotions and events to a 
greater degree than positive emotions and events (e.g., Mor & Winquist, 2002; Taylor, 
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1991). Thus individuals have a proclivity to avoid negative emotions largely because of the 
profound impact these emotions can have on mental health and wellbeing (e.g., Dua, 1994; 
Watson, Clark, & Carey, 1988). For instance, negative affect is common across many mental 
health issues such as depression and anxiety (Forbes, Williamson, Ryan & Dahl, 2004; Iqbal 
& Dar, 2015), and underpins theories of psychological maladjustment (Lovibond, 1998; 
Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995). To this end, individuals are likely to experience a strong 
desire to avoid negative affect. The emergence of negative affect as a motive for subtle 
sexual coercion suggests that sexual coercion may manifest through a persistent desire to 
alleviate negative feelings, either by pressuring a partner to have sex, or agreeing to have sex 
due to a partner’s continued advances. 
In addition to avoiding negative affect and rejection as two specific avoidance 
motives that are common across both versions of the SCAAM-Q, the factor structures of the 
victim/target and perpetrator versions again revealed specific motivations unique to each 
version. For the victim/target version, avoiding verbal manipulation emerged as a specific 
avoidance motivation, while for the perpetration version, avoiding discussion and avoiding 
peer pressure were the additional derived avoidance factors. 
As discussed in Section 2.3 of this thesis, verbal manipulation is a common tactic for 
sexual coercion, and includes begging and pleading and persistent arguments and verbal 
pressure from a partner to engage in sex (Schatzel-Murphy et al., 2009; Brousseau et al., 
2011). Research investigating communication in interpersonal interactions that involves 
pleading-like statements or is complaint-based or critical in nature has been found to be 
associated with reports of negative affect and negative relationship sentiment (e.g., Kuster et 
al., 2015; Woodin, 2011). Therefore, verbal manipulation from a partner to engage in sex is 
likely to be a threat that a person is motivated to avoid, and as a result they may fall 
victim/target to their partners sexual advances to avoid the verbal manipulation.  
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In terms of engaging in sexual coercion perpetration to avoid discussion and to avoid 
peer pressure, these are both threats to a person’s happiness and wellbeing that people may 
be motivated to avoid. Some individuals dislike emotional disclosure, and therefore a 
discussion about their feelings is too intimate in nature for them (Brassard et al., 2007; 
Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002). Thus, when one’s romantic partner may 
wish to have an intimate discussion about their relationship, these individuals may be 
motivated to coerce their partner into engaging in sex with them to avoid the discussion. In 
terms of peer pressure, humans have a general desire to feel accepted by others (Baumeister 
& Leary, 1995), and experiencing peer pressure from peers to engage in sex can therefore be 
threatening to an individual’s sense of acceptance and belongingness. Thus, some people 
may engage in sexual coercion not only in response to the pressure applied by peers, but also 
as a pre-emptive defence against being subject to such peer pressure in the first instance. 
Research has found that influences from peers have an important role to play in helping to 
explain why adolescents engage in risky behaviour (Gardner & Steinberg, 2005). Sexual 
coercion perpetration is a risky behaviour, and in order to feel accepted by one’s peers and to 
avoid further peer pressure, an individual may resort to coercing their partner into engaging 
in sex with them, as sexual activity has been found to be linked with one’s social status 
(Kreager & Staff, 2009; Kreager et al., 2016).  
Beyond identifying the substantive meaning of the specific approach and avoidance 
motivations and their links to global approach and avoidance motivations, the construct 
validity assessment of the SCAAM-Q involved an examination of the magnitude of factor 
loadings, internal consistency, and the extent to which the evaluated factor structures fit the 
data. In terms of factor loadings, across Studies 1 and 2, the first-order loadings were 
generally strong in magnitude, while the higher-order loadings demonstrated greater 
variability ranging from weak to strong magnitude. Specifically, across Studies 1 and 2 
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avoiding negative affect (victim/target version) and to increase social status (perpetrator 
version) demonstrated the lowest higher-order factor loadings, however, these factors were 
found to demonstrate sound empirical associations at the first-order level and contributed to 
criterion-related validity (see Section 8.2.1).  
In terms of internal consistency, the items comprising each of the specific approach 
and avoidance motives for the two versions of the SCAAM-Q demonstrated good to 
excellent reliability across Studies 1 and 2 with Cronbach’s alpha ranging from .75 to .94. At 
the global level, the items pertaining to approach and avoidance motives yielded reliabilities 
above .76 across Studies 1 and 2.  
Both versions of the SCAAM-Q in Studies 1 and 2 demonstrated very good to 
excellent fit to the data at the first-order and higher-order level, though the fit was 
significantly better for the first-order than the higher order models. However, analysis of 
item variance by way of Schmid-Leiman Transformations suggested that for both versions of 
the measure, the higher order factors captured greater item variance than the first order 
factors. These findings – the goodness of fit assessments and the Schmid-Leiman 
Transformations, provide important grounding for how the SCAAM-Q should be used in 
future research. What seems apparent is that the higher-order and first-order factor structures 
provide good empirical modelling of the SCAAM-Q such that assessments can be derived at 
the higher-order or first-order level. The decision of which level of assessment should be the 
focus, is a substantive issue driven by the nature of the research aims and questions for a 
given study. As noted in Section 5.4.1, if a researcher is interested in the assessment of 
global approach and avoidance motivations, then deriving overall scores for global 
avoidance and approach motives can result in reliable and meaningful assessments of these 
two distinct motivations. However, in situations when researchers are interested in assessing 
the specific facets of approach and avoidance motivations regarding subtle sexual coercion, 
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then deriving scores for each of these motives will yield reliable assessments. Therefore, the 
SCAAM-Q affords researchers the opportunity to examine motives at two levels – the global 
level and the specific level of approach and avoidance motives. 
8.2.2 Criterion-Related Validity of the SCAAM-Q 
As a means of determining the criterion-related validity of the two versions of the 
SCAAM-Q, the associations between the global and specific subscales of the victim/target 
and perpetrator versions and variables pertaining to sexual and relationship functioning and 
appraisals as well as attachment style and experiences of sexual coercion were examined in 
Studies 1 and 2. The associations between global approach and avoidance motivations and 
attachment and experiences of sexual coercion were further examined in Study 3 but within 
a dyadic context. Interpretations of findings linking global and specific motives to these 
variables are presented in Sections 5.4.2, 6.4.2, and 7.4. Given that the focus of the current 
thesis is on approach and avoidance motivations, attachment styles and experiences of sexual 
coercion, in this section and Section 8.2.3, the discussion of findings will focus on 
attachment style and being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. Furthermore, 
given the length with which findings are discussed within each of the three studies, particular 
emphasis is placed on discussing the consistent findings across Studies 1 to 3. 
8.2.2.1 The Associations between the SCAAM-Q and Attachment Style.  In 
Studies 1 to 3, attachment anxiety was found to be significantly positively associated with 
both global approach and global avoidance motivations for engaging in sexual coercion, both 
as the victim/target and the perpetrator. An important caveat to add is that in Study 3, the 
associations between men’s and women’s attachment anxiety and global approach and 
avoidance motivations were reflective of significant actor effects for women, but significant 
actor and partner effects for men. That is, approach and avoidance motives were associated 
with one’s own attachment anxiety, but also, in the case of men, their attachment anxiety 
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was associated with their partner’s approach and avoidance motivations. Therefore, across 
Studies 1 to 3, it appears that one’s motives regarding being the victim/target and perpetrator 
of subtle sexual coercion are tied to one’s own attachment insecurity (in this instance, 
attachment anxiety). The findings linking attachment anxiety to both approach and 
avoidance motives regarding sexual coercion are in line with the previous research outlined 
in Section 4.4. Specifically, previous research has suggested that individuals that are high in 
attachment anxiety are likely to engage in sexual coercion (as both the victim/target and the 
perpetrator) as a function of both approach and avoidance motivations (Davis et al., 2004; 
Impett & Peplau, 2002; Tracy et al., 2003). In terms of approach motivations, anxiously 
attached individuals are considered to seek out positive rewards such as increased intimacy 
and closeness, as well as to avoid negative consequences such as tension, conflict, and a 
partner’s loss of interest (Impett & Gordon, 2010; Impett et al., 2008; Impett & Peplau, 
2002). In addition, Schachner and Shaver (2004) suggested that individuals that are 
anxiously attached seem to engage in sex to alleviate their worries about being abandoned 
(i.e., avoidance motivations) and to promote feelings of affirmation (i.e., approach 
motivations [Schachner & Shaver, 2004]), which further supports the notion that anxiously 
attached individuals are likely to engage in sexual coercion to both approach incentives and 
rewards as well as to avoid threats and punishments.  
Prior to concluding the discussion regarding the direct associations between global 
approach and avoidance motivations and attachment anxiety, it is important to comment on 
the gendered partner effects that were found between men’s attachment anxiety and 
women’s approach and avoidance motivations for being the victim/target and the perpetrator 
of sexual coercion. To date, there exists one study to report a similar genderised finding. A 
study by Impett et al. (2008) found that women with an anxiously attached romantic partner 
were likely to engage in sex to promote intimacy (i.e., an approach motivation) and to avoid 
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their partner becoming angry (i.e., an avoidance motivation). According to research into sex-
biased strategies and attachment style, Kirkpatrick (1998) and Del Giudice (2009) suggest 
that when it comes to sexual interactions, the sexual behaviour and attitudes of insecure men 
are more likely to reflect that of attachment avoidance, while for women, insecurities are 
more likely to be reflective of attachment anxiety. From this perspective, it may well be that 
when women are with a romantic partner high on attachment anxiety, that their behaviour, 
especially in relation to sex, is contrary to their expectations regarding men’s sex-biased 
behaviours. To this end, anxiously attached men that exhibit smothering and compulsive 
behaviour and an excessive need for approval may have a profound effect on women’s 
motivations pertaining to sexual coercion. On the one hand, as a means to avoid smothering 
and preoccupied behaviours, which are considered as atypical in men (e.g., Vogel, Madon, 
Wester, & Heesacker, 2003), women may acquiesce or perpetrate sexual coercion as a 
means to minimise these behaviours within one’s partner.   
In terms of the subscales for approach and avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, in both Studies 1 and 2, attachment anxiety was consistently 
found to be significantly positively associated with being the victim/target of sexual coercion 
to approach love and intimacy, to approach self-validation, to approach enjoyment and 
pleasure, to avoid rejection, and to avoid negative affect. In Study 1 only, attachment anxiety 
was also found to be positively associated with approaching material rewards and avoiding 
verbal manipulation. The finding that attachment anxiety was significantly positively 
associated with avoiding negative affect, approaching self-validation and approaching love 
and intimacy across Studies 1 and 2, is in line with previous research by Davis et al. (2004) 
that found that anxiously attached individuals are likely to engage in sex for stress reduction 
(i.e., to avoid negative affect), reassurance (i.e., self-validation), and to gain emotional 
closeness (i.e., love and intimacy). Furthermore, the finding that attachment anxiety was 
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significantly positively associated with avoiding rejection, is in line with previous research 
(Impett & Peplau, 2002; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012; Tracy et al., 2003) and reflective of 
characteristics central to attachment anxiety. Specifically, Shaver and Mikulincer (2012) 
note that anxiously attached individuals tend to have a strong fear of abandonment and 
rejection from their partner and thus may secede to a partner’s unwanted sexual advances to 
avoid the possible rejection that may result if sex was denied.  
In terms of the subscales for approach and avoidance motivations for sexual coercion 
perpetration and their associations with attachment anxiety, across both Studies 1 and 2, 
attachment anxiety was consistently found to be significantly positively associated with 
being the perpetrator of sexual coercion to avoid rejection, to avoid discussion, to avoid 
negative affect, to approach love and intimacy, to approach self-validation, to approach 
power, control and dominance, and to approach enjoyment and pleasure. Attachment anxiety 
was also found to be significantly positively associated with engaging in sexual coercion 
perpetration to avoid peer pressure, and to increase one’s own social status, but these 
associations were only found in Study 1.  
Research suggests that when anxiously attached individuals are faced with a 
relationship threat, they may engage in manipulative behaviours in an attempt to persuade a 
romantic partner to engage in sex with them – tactics designed to regain closeness, promote 
intimacy, and prevent abandonment and rejection (Davis, 2006; Long et al., 2005; Schachner 
& Shaver, 2004). Thus, the approach and avoidance motives associated with attachment 
anxiety found in the present thesis appear to directly reflect minimising distance and 
promoting proximity. The present thesis also found that attachment anxiety was positively 
associated with the perpetration subtle sexual coercion for motives of power, control and 
dominance. While this specific approach motivation has been more consistently associated 
with attachment avoidance, it has emerged as a motive associated with attachment anxiety in 
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some studies. For instance, in their study of sexual motivations, Davis et al. (2004) found 
that attachment anxiety was positively associated with gaining power over one’s partner. 
Across other aspects of relationship functioning, attachment anxiety has been found to be 
associated with controlling and intrusive-type behaviour as a way of managing the physical 
and psychological closeness with one’s partner (e.g., Collins & Ford, 2010; Mikulincer, 
2006). Thus, the motivation to perpetrate subtle sexual coercion by way of having power and 
control over one’s partner may well reflect a quite overt and destructive desire to maintain 
proximity at the cost of limiting a partner’s agency and autonomy. 
Across Studies 1 and 2, attachment avoidance was consistently found to be 
significantly positively associated with global avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target and perpetrator of subtle sexual coercion. In Study 2, attachment avoidance 
was also significantly negatively associated with global approach motivations for being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion. However, in Study 3, the dyadic context revealed no 
significant associations between attachment avoidance and global approach motivations. The 
findings for Study 3 appear inconsistent with Studies 1 and 2 and with past literature. 
Previous research suggests that avoidantly attached individuals tend to avoid engaging in sex 
to experience pleasure or to experience emotional closeness, and instead, engage in sex to 
reduce their own stress or negative affect (Davis et al., 2004; Schachner & Shaver, 2004). 
The findings of Studies 1 and 2 are thus consistent with past findings, suggesting that 
avoidance motivations, rather than approach motivations impel individuals high on 
attachment avoidance to either experience being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual 
coercion. The question that the Study 3 findings thus raise is why would attachment 
avoidance demonstrate no associations with global motives within a dyadic context? This 
lack of association is difficult to reconcile given the associations found across Studies 1 and 
2. It may be that when controlling for a partner’s attachment avoidance, that the associations 
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between one’s own avoidance and one’s motivations become attenuated to the degree that 
they no longer achieve statistical significance.  
In terms of the subscales for approach and avoidance motivations and their 
associations with attachment avoidance, across Studies 1 and 2, attachment avoidance was 
consistently found to be significantly positively associated with being the victim/target for 
the approach motives of self-validation and material rewards, and the avoidance motives of 
avoiding rejection and avoiding verbal manipulation. In addition, across Studies 1 and 2, 
attachment avoidance was significantly negatively associated with the victim/target approach 
motives of love and intimacy and enjoyment and pleasure. Attachment avoidance was also 
found to be significantly positively associated with the victim/target motive of avoiding 
negative affect, but this association only emerged in Study 1. The finding that attachment 
avoidance was significantly negatively associated with being the victim/target of sexual 
coercion to approach love and intimacy is in line with previous research that has found that 
attachment avoidant individuals are unlikely to engage in sex to experience emotional 
closeness (Davis et al., 2004; Gillath & Schachner 2006; Impett et al., 2008; Impett & 
Peplau, 2002; Schachner & Shaver, 2004). Research also suggests that avoidantly attached 
individuals have a preference for impersonal, uncommitted sex (Tracy et al., 2003), thus, it is 
unlikely that these individuals will engage in sex and be the victim/target of sexual coercion 
for reasons of experiencing love and intimacy.  
In relation to sexual coercion perpetration, Studies 1 and 2 revealed that attachment 
avoidance was consistently significantly positively associated with the avoidance motives of 
avoiding rejection, avoiding peer pressure, and avoiding discussion, as well as to approach 
motives of power, control and dominance, and to increase one’s social status. In addition, 
across Studies 1 and 2, attachment avoidance was consistently found to be significantly 
negatively associated with the approach motive of love and intimacy, and in Study 2, 
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attachment avoidance was also negatively associated with the approach motive of enjoyment 
and pleasure. Previous research has found that attachment avoidance is associated with 
motivations to engage in sex to exert power and control over one’s partner, to increase one’s 
social status (Davis et al., 2004; Schachner & Shaver, 2004), to fit in and experience 
acceptance within one’s peer network, and to avoid the experience of peer pressure 
regarding a lack of engaging in sex (Schachner & Shaver, 2004). Research has also 
identified attachment avoidance to be associated with pursuing sex in order to avoid 
engaging in emotional intimacy with one’s romantic partner and to minimise self-disclosure 
about personal or relationship issues (Impett & Peplau, 2002). The results of Study 1 and 2 
highlight that when examined at the specific level of motivations, attachment avoidance 
demonstrates a series of diverse associations with both approach and avoidance motives, but 
these associations align with the characteristics reflective of attachment avoidance. 
Individuals high on attachment avoidance are likely to perpetrate subtle sexual coercion as a 
means of maintaining a sense of self-reliance through holding power and control over one’s 
partner and using sex as a means to enhance social standing, but sexual pressure is also 
applied against one’s partner to circumvent issues of closeness and intimacy. 
8.2.2.2 The Associations between the SCAAM-Q and Experiences of Sexual 
Coercion.  In terms of the global and specific approach and avoidance motivations for 
engaging in subtle sexual coercion, and their direct associations with actual experiences of 
being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion, there were a number of consistent 
associations found across Studies 1 to 3. Global avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion were found to be significantly positively 
associated with experiences of being the actual victim/target and perpetrator of sexual 
coercion (Studies 1 to 3), and global approach motives for being the perpetrator of sexual 
coercion were found to be significantly positively associated with experiences of being the 
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perpetrator of sexual coercion (Studies 1 to 3). Within the dyadic context of Study 3, the 
associations for avoidance motivations replicated for both men and women by way of actor 
effects. However, in Study 3, men and women’s approach motivations demonstrated 
associations such that they were found to be negatively associated with their own 
experiences of being the victim/target of sexual coercion, while approach motivations in men 
only were positively associated with their own sexual coercion perpetration.  
While previous research has not explicitly investigated a person’s approach and 
avoidance motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion, the findings of this 
thesis suggest that approaching incentives and rewards, and avoiding threats and 
punishments are motives that do indeed play a role in acquiescing to the unwanted sexual 
advances of a romantic partner. However, the findings also suggest that while both approach 
and avoidance motives are associated with being the victim/target of sexual coercion, 
especially within a dyadic context, avoidance motives tend to figure more prominently than 
approach motives.  
In terms of the specific approach and avoidance motivations for being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, across Studies 1 and 2, approaching material rewards and 
avoiding verbal manipulation were found to be consistently positively associated with being 
the victim/target of sexual coercion. In addition, the Study 1 findings revealed that avoiding 
rejection and approaching self-validation were positively associated with being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, while in Study 2 avoiding negative affect was positively 
associated with being the victim/target. Across the two studies, associations emerged in 
relation to specific motivations for being the victim/target of sexual coercion that align with 
past research (Impett & Peplau, 2002; Schachner & Shaver, 2004).  
However, the consistency across Studies 1 and 2 pertaining to the motives of 
approaching material rewards and avoiding verbal manipulation suggest that these two 
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distinct motives are quite salient for individuals who report being the victim/target of sexual 
coercion. The question this raises is why? Research has shown that men sometimes use gifts 
and money to manipulate and control their partners (Buss, 1988; Buss & Shackelford, 1997), 
and Shackelford and Goetz (2004) proposed that material rewards could be used in instances 
of sexual coercion. Material rewards and obtaining gifts are important to people, often 
because they can be construed as indicators of commitment and validation (Belk & Coon, 
1991; Swensen, 1972). Thus individuals may fall victim/target to sexual coercion as a way 
of acquiring these material rewards, as they could tap into more deep-seated needs for 
relationship commitment and validation. In terms of verbal manipulation, in line with the 
present study, Brousseau et al. (2012) found a positive association between the experience of 
partner pressure (by way of verbal and psychological manipulation) and being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion. A reason that individuals may fall victim/target to sexual 
coercion in order to avoid verbal manipulation from a partner, is because experiencing 
verbal manipulation could incite feelings of shame and guilt. Verbal manipulation from a 
partner often involves making threats regarding the self or one’s relationship (Russell & 
Oswald, 2002), which can then invoke a myriad of potential punishments that individuals 
may be motivated to avoid, and as a result make them likely to fall victim/target to sexual 
coercion.   
In terms of the perpetration of sexual coercion, global approach and avoidance 
motivations were both consistently positively associated with actual experiences of being the 
perpetrator of sexual coercion across Studies 1 and 2. These findings highlight that 
perpetration is not merely motivated by the promise of rewards, pleasure and connectedness, 
but perpetration of sexual coercion can manifest by way of motives geared to minimising 
threats and punishments. This is an important finding, as it is often assumed that the 
perpetration of sexual coercion, whether it is subtle or overt, is largely an approach 
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behaviour (Brousseau et al., 2011; Livingston et al., 2004; Russell & Oswald, 2001; 
Schatzel-Murphy et al., 2009). The findings of the present study suggest that the seemingly 
approach behaviour, may well be underpinned, at least in part, by avoidance motivations. 
In terms of the specific approach and avoidance motivations, across both Studies 1 
and 2, approaching enjoyment and pleasure and avoiding negative affect were consistently 
positively associated with being the actual perpetrator of sexual coercion. Furthermore, in 
Study 1, approaching power, control and dominance, and in Study 2, avoiding discussion, 
were found to be significantly positively associated with being the perpetrator of sexual 
coercion. Thus, while power, control, and dominance and avoiding discussion appear to 
figure as motivations pertaining to sexual coercion, and are motives identified in past 
research regarding perpetration (Birnbaum et al., 2011; Davis et al., 2004; Schachner & 
Shaver, 2004), in this thesis, avoiding negative affect, and approaching enjoyment and 
pleasure appear to be two motives that are particularly important regarding sexual coercion 
perpetration.  
The question is, why are these two motives important for the perpetrators of sexual 
coercion? The significance of these motives have been identified in past research with 
Brousseau et al. (2012) and Davis et al. (2004) finding positive associations between sex and 
attempts to relieve aversive affective states, thus the perpetration of sexual coercion may 
well be used by individuals as a type of affect regulation strategy – a point also noted by 
Shaver and Mikulincer (2012). In addition, many people have sex for pleasure (Rye & 
Meaney, 2007), and it has been argued that the primary purpose of sex is pleasure, and any 
other purpose of sex is secondary (Abramson & Pinkerton, 1995). People can therefore use 
sex as both a source of pleasure as well as a way to mask any negative feelings that a person 
may be experiencing (Impett et al., 2008; Rye & Meaney, 2007). For that reason, when an 
individual wants to engage in sex to seek pleasure or to avoid feelings of negative affect, but 
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their partner isn’t as interested in engaging in sex at that particular time, they may resort to 
coercion. 
 
 8.2.3 The Mediating Role of Approach and Avoidance Motivations for being the 
Victim/Target and Perpetrator of Sexual Coercion 
The primary aim of this thesis was to investigate whether approach and avoidance 
motivations mediate the association between a person’s attachment style and their 
experiences of sexual coercion (both the victim/target and perpetrator). Across Studies 1 to 
3, this primary aim was addressed – in Studies 1 and 2 the context was that of the individual 
– while in Study 3 the context was that of the dyad. 
Across all three Studies, the associations between attachment anxiety and being the 
actual victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion and attachment avoidance and being 
the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion were mediated by global avoidance 
motivations related to subtle sexual coercion. Specifically, attachment anxiety and 
attachment avoidance were positively associated with avoidance motivations (for being the 
victim/target and perpetrator respectively), and in turn, avoidance motivations were 
positively associated with experiences of being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual 
coercion. It is important to note, that within Study 3, the emergence of these mediation 
effects were identified as actor-specific indirect effects and not partner-specific indirect 
effects. That is, men’s and women’s own global avoidance motivations mediated the 
association between their own attachment style (for men: attachment anxiety; for women: 
attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance) and own reports of being the victim/target and 
the perpetrator of sexual coercion. Thus, it appears that even on a dyadic level, experiences 
of being the victim/target or perpetrator of sexual coercion are largely underpinned by one’s 
own motivations rather than the motivations held or endorsed by one’s partner. 
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These robust associations regarding the mediating role of avoidance motivations in 
both victim/target and perpetrator contexts speak to insecurely attached individuals’ 
sensitivity to threat and punishment. As discussed in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 of this thesis, the 
attachment system functions to assist in the regulation of threat and distress (Bowlby 
1969/1982), and when an individual detects a threat, the attachment system is activated in 
order to re-establish a state of ‘felt security’. For anxiously attached individuals, they employ 
hyperactivating strategies, and try to gain close proximity to their attachment figure in order 
to alleviate their distress, whereas avoidantly attached individuals tend to employ 
deactivating strategies, by suppressing their attachment needs, and downplaying their need 
for comfort and support (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). In this respect, individuals high in 
attachment anxiety and/or avoidance maintain vigilance and harbour a sensitivity regarding 
relationship threats (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005; Mikulincer, Shaver, & Pereg, 2003). Thus, 
the functioning of the attachment behavioural system of insecurely attached individuals is 
such that it is motivated to avoid threats (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005; Mikulincer et al., 
2003). Within the context of romantic relationships, and in particular sexual functioning, the 
motivation to avoid threats such as conflict and rejection appears to be associated with 
insecure individuals being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
Furthermore, the findings pertaining to the role of avoidance motivations, are 
consistent with the limited previous work that has attempted to investigate the role of 
motivations as they pertain to attachment style and sexual functioning – sexual behaviour in 
general and sexual coercion (Davis et al., 2004; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 
2002; Schachner & Shaver, 2004). For instance, Impett and Peplau (2002) found that 
avoidantly attached women reported engaging in sex to comply to their partner’s sexual 
advances in order to fulfil relationship obligations, and that anxiously attached women 
reported engaging in sex to prevent their partner from losing interest in them and to avoid 
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conflicts in the relationship. In addition, Gentzler and Kerns (2004) found that avoidantly 
attached individuals may consent to unwanted sex because they may think that it is easier 
than dealing with the alternative scenario if they refuse – the alterative scenario being an 
argument or a discussion about how they feel about sexual activity. Thus, previous research 
has hinted that avoidance motivations are important for the association between a person’s 
attachment style and their sexual functioning.    
When unpacking the mediation effects at the levels of specific avoidance motivations 
(Studies 1 and 2), the motive of avoiding verbal manipulation consistently mediated 
attachment insecurity and being the victim/target of sexual coercion, while the motives of 
avoiding negative affect and relationship discussions mediated attachment insecurity and 
being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. Each of these motives is discussed in turn. 
Much of the content of verbal manipulation centres on pleading, begging and inciting 
feelings of sympathy, guilt, and inadequacy within one’s romantic partner (Schatzel-Murphy 
et al., 2009). Thus, the very nature of verbal manipulation reflects a punishment that 
individuals high on attachment anxiety and avoidance are keen to avoid due to their own 
issues of self-worth and need to either maintain a positive self-image (in the case of 
attachment avoidance), or seek approval and validation (in the case of attachment anxiety 
[Gillath et al., 2016; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016]). Therefore, acquiescing to a partner’s 
subtle sexual advances may reflect an insecurely attached individual’s attempts to avoid such 
manipulation.  
When it comes to negative affect, both anxiously attached and avoidantly attached 
individuals are motivated to reduce the experience of negative affect, as both forms of 
attachment insecurity are associated with difficulties regulating emotions, especially 
emotions of a negative and aversive state (Impett et al., 2008; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; 
Schachner & Shaver, 2004). Given these emotion regulation difficulties, insecurely attached 
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people may be motivated to perpetrate subtle sexual coercion as a way to either relieve or 
short-circuit experiencing negative feelings. In terms of attachment anxiety, previous 
research has suggested that engaging in sex may be used to assuage various aspects of 
negative affect including chronic feelings of insecurity and worry (Impett et al., 2008; 
Schachner & Shaver, 2004). According to Davis (2006), the motivation to perpetrate sexual 
coercion by anxiously attached individuals may be particularly strong when a partner refuses 
an anxious individual’s initial sexual advances, as this refusal may further heighten the 
experience of distress, worry and insecurity – largely a result of the increased activation of 
the attachment system. In relation to avoidantly attached individuals, previous research has 
found that sex is used as a way to reduce stress, not only as a way of relieving stress per se, 
but that in times of experiencing aversive states, the act of sex can satisfy needs for 
proximity thought to help alleviate negative affect (Davis et al., 2004). That is, in line with 
avoidant individuals’ use of deactivating strategies, sex can be used as a mechanism to 
minimise or mitigate the experience of negative emotions. In this way, the perpetration of 
sexual coercion by insecurely attached individuals may, in part, be a manifestation of affect 
regulation.  
The avoidance of discussion is reflective of a motive that especially aligns with the 
characteristics of avoidantly attached individuals. Previous research has found that 
individuals high on attachment avoidance tend to dislike emotional disclosure and intimate 
discussions with their partners, and can pressure one’s partner to engage in sex to avoid such 
discussions (Brassard et al., 2007; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002). The 
finding that avoiding discussion was also a mediator for attachment anxiety and previous 
experiences of being the perpetrator of sexual coercion is nevertheless a finding that seems 
inconsistent with the characteristics and tendencies of anxiously attached individuals. 
Generally, individuals high on attachment anxiety engage in conflict escalation behaviour 
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(Feeney, 2016; Feeney & Karantzas, 2017) as a function of their hyperactivating attachment 
tendencies (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016).  However, individuals high on attachment anxiety 
are known to avoid discussions and the seeking of support in situations where they are 
particularly concerned and fear abandonment and rejection (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). In 
these instances, anxiously attached individuals have a strong desire to avoid discussion that 
may signal rejection or a relationship ending. To this end, pressuring one’s partner to engage 
in sex to avoid such discussions would facilitate anxiously attached individuals deflecting or 
prolonging these discussions while maintaining partner proximity.  
In terms of the mediating role of approach motivations, the findings across Studies 1 
to 3 were less consistent at the global level than for global avoidance motivations. However, 
consistencies were found across studies for key specific approach motivations. At the level 
of global approach motivations, across Studies 1 and 2, approach motives mediated the 
association between attachment anxiety and being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. Global 
approach motives also mediated the association between attachment anxiety and being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, but this was only found for Study 2. No mediation effects 
(either actor or partner indirect effects) were found in Study 3 for global approach 
motivations. The findings highlight that global approach motivations may be less robust in 
explaining the association between attachment style and experiences of sexual coercion 
compared to global avoidance motivations. That is, motives regarding threat and punishment 
may in effect be better at explaining how individual differences in adult attachment are 
linked to sexual coercion. This may tie in with the heightened vigilance to threat and distress 
that accompanies attachment insecurity (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005; Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2016). As such, motives related to threat and punishment may be more powerful drivers of 
being the victim/target and/or perpetrator of sexual coercion than the promise of reward. In 
particular, individuals high on attachment avoidance have been found to demonstrate 
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depressed approach tendencies related to the seeking of reward (Vrticka & Vuilleumier, 
2012).  
Having said this, across Studies 1 and 2, global approach motives mediated the 
association between attachment anxiety and being the perpetrator of sexual coercion. Thus, 
if global approach motivations are likely to play an explanatory role, it appears to be within 
the context of perpetration, and seems to be tied to attachment anxiety rather than attachment 
avoidance. Previous research has found that anxiously attached individuals appear to 
perpetrate and manipulate their partner into engaging in sex with them to experience a sense 
of power and control, as well as to experience emotional closeness and validation (Davis et 
al., 2004; Schachner & Shaver, 2004); motivations that are in line with the key 
characteristics of an anxiously attached individual. Anxiously attached individuals have a 
high need for approval and validation (Karantzas et al., 2010), and like to maintain proximity 
and closeness to their relationship partner (Davis, 2006; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). 
Therefore, when anxiously attached individuals are feeling threatened and need approval and 
validation from a partner, they may resort to sexual coercion perpetration as a way to regain 
closeness with their romantic partner.  
 At the level of specific motivations, consistencies do emerge across Studies 1 and 2 
regarding the mediating role of approach motivations in relation to the associations between 
attachment style and being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. In particular, 
the approach motives of self-validation and material rewards were found to mediate the 
associations between attachment anxiety and being the victim/target of sexual coercion, as 
well as the association between attachment avoidance and being the victim/target. In 
contrast, the approach motive of power, control and dominance mediated the association 
between attachment anxiety and being the perpetrator of sexual coercion, as well as 
attachment avoidance and sexual coercion perpetration. 
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In relation to the mediating role of self-validation, anxiously attached individuals 
have a strong desire for approval from their partners and a need for constant validation 
(Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012). Thus, acquiescing to the sexual pressure of another, if it 
indeed means that one will experience heightened validation, may well heighten an 
anxiously attached individual to fall victim or be the target of sexual coercion. For 
individuals high on attachment avoidance, research suggests that these individuals tend to 
engage in sex as a means of self-enhancement (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Therefore, the 
finding that self-validation mediated the association between attachment avoidance and 
being the victim/target of sexual coercion appears in line with the self-enhancement 
strategies of avoidantly attached individuals. Despite avoidant individuals need for self-
reliance and maintaining seemingly positive views of the self, various cognitive studies have 
identified that avoidant individuals maintain somewhat more labile views of the self than 
acknowledged (for a review see Gillath et al., 2016). Thus the motivation to validate and 
enhance one’s own image, even at the expense of acquiescing to a partner’s sexual advances, 
seems salient in the minds of individuals high on attachment avoidance.    
Approaching material rewards was a significant mediator; however, the reasons for 
its mediating role between attachment anxiety and being the victim/target of sexual coercion 
and attachment avoidance and being the victim/target of sexual coercion are likely to be 
different. For individuals high on attachment anxiety, being motivated to receive gifts and 
benefits from a partner may reflect a desire to experience explicit ways that a partner can 
show appreciation, love and affection. Therefore, anxiously attached individuals may more 
easily fall victim/target to their partner’s advances for sex (when initially uninterested in 
sex), in instances where the partner has provided gifts and other material rewards. To date, 
there exists some research to suggest that individuals high on attachment anxiety have a 
tendency to experience positive emotions and high satisfaction when receiving gifts (Bartz & 
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Lydon, 2006; Bartz & Lydon, 2008; Beck & Clark, 2009; Clark et al., 2010). For individuals 
high on attachment avoidance, research suggests that they have a preference for exchange 
over communal relationships, largely because of their discomfort with emotional closeness 
(Bartz & Lydon, 2006; Bartz & Lydon, 2008; Beck & Clark, 2009; Clark et al., 2010). 
Therefore, the motivation to obtain material rewards may impel them to acquiesce to a 
partner’s advances during sexual encounters.  
In relation to the perpetration of sexual coercion, approaching power, control and 
dominance was a specific motivation that was found to mediate the association between both 
attachment anxiety and being the perpetrator of sexual coercion, as well as attachment 
avoidance and being the perpetrator of sexual coercion across Studies 1 and 2. This expected 
association was in line with previous literature, as studies have found motives for 
perpetration around power and control (i.e., the need to gain control over one’s partner) as 
being positively associated with attachment avoidance (Birnbaum et al., 2011; Davis et al., 
2004; Schachner & Shaver, 2004). Furthermore, it has been suggested that both anxiously 
and avoidantly attached individuals are motivated to engage in sex in order to experience 
power and control (Davis et al., 2004; Schachner & Shaver, 2004). For anxiously attached 
individuals, they may be motivated to engage in sexual coercion perpetration to approach 
power, control and dominance as a way to maintain psychological and physical proximity to 
their romantic partner (Feeney, 2016; Feeney & Karantzas, 2017; Kunce & Shaver, 1994; 
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). For individuals high on attachment avoidance, engaging in 
sexual coercion perpetration and exerting one’s power and control can ensure that 
interpersonal interactions (such as those involving sexual behaviour) can be managed in a 
way that ensures their needs for emotional distance are met, while still maintaining self-
views of independence and self-reliance (Gillath et al., 2016; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; 
Shaver & Mikulincer, 2012).  
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8.3 Strengths of the Current Investigation 
This thesis extends the literature on sexual coercion within romantic relationships in 
a number of significant ways. Firstly, the study of sexual coercion within romantic 
relationships has been largely atheoretical (Birnbaum, 2007; Birnbaum et al., 2011), and the 
reasons pertaining to the mixed findings regarding the association between attachment style 
and sexual coercion have been somewhat unclear. As a means of addressing these 
limitations, the current thesis drew on two major theoretical approaches – attachment theory 
(Bowlby, 1969/1982) and Gable’s (2006) approach and avoidance motivational model of 
relationships. The integration of these theoretical perspectives within the current thesis 
explored the value of considering motivations for sexual coercion as an important 
explanatory variable in understanding the associations between attachment style and 
experiences of sexual coercion. The findings of the present thesis do indeed suggest that 
approach and avoidance motivations play a role in helping to explain the links between 
attachment style and being the victim/target and perpetrator of sexual coercion. 
Secondly, this thesis resulted in the development of a measure for assessing the 
approach and avoidance motivations related to subtle sexual coercion from both the 
victim/target and perpetrator’s perspectives. The development of the SCAAM-Q addresses a 
key gap in the literature, as there was previously no existing measure to assess the different 
motivations that may underpin an individual’s engagement in subtle sexual coercion from 
both the victim/target and the perpetrator’s perspective. Furthermore, while there are existing 
measures of motives for sex in general, these measures assess a wide array of motives for 
engaging in sex that are not structured in any systematic way, thus making it difficult to 
organise these motives in a coherent manner to help to explain the association between 
attachment style and experiences of sexual coercion. This research is the first to classify the 
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various motivations that an individual may have for engaging in sexual coercion into an 
elegant and comprehensive framework.  
The current research investigates a person’s motivations for engaging in sexual 
coercion from both the victim/target and the perpetrator’s perspective. This is a major 
strength for the current research, because many previous studies have not examined both 
sides of sexual coercion (i.e., victim/target and perpetrator perspectives), and instead, have 
only focused on either the experiences of the victim/target or the perpetrator.   
Another major strength of this thesis is that it investigates sexual coercion within a 
dyadic context. Sexual coercion is a dyadic phenomenon, so it is important that studies 
investigating sexual coercion do so with a focus on the couple as the level of analysis. 
Therefore, the present thesis addresses the dearth of research examining sexual coercion 
from a dyadic perspective.  
8.4 Limitations and Directions for Future Research 
While this thesis provides some important insights into the motivations that an 
individual may have for engaging in sexual coercion, and the extent that these motives may 
mediate the association between their attachment style and actual experiences of sexual 
coercion, there are some limitations that are worth considering. Firstly, the effect sizes that 
were found across the three studies were small to moderate, which suggests that there may 
be other explanatory variables (in addition to approach and avoidance motivations) that can 
explain the association between a person’s attachment style and their experiences of sexual 
coercion. While the effect sizes found in the current thesis were modest, many of the effect 
sizes that have previously been found in the literature on the associations between 
attachment and sexual coercion have also been small to moderate (see Karantzas et al., 
2016). Therefore this limitation may not be of great concern, but it is still worth noting, 
because there may be other important individual difference variables (e.g., sexual desire, 
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personality type) that may help to explain the associations. Therefore, future research could 
investigate alternative explanatory variables in addition to motivations, to determine the 
extent to which motivations may provide added variance above and beyond other 
explanatory mechanisms.  
The modest effect sizes found across the three studies could also be due to 
individuals across all samples largely reporting on low levels of sexual coercion. Thus, this 
restricted range of scores may have impacted on the magnitude of associations found 
between global and specific motivations for sexual coercion and outcome variables as well 
as the predictor variables of attachment dimensions. Future research may need to be 
conducted with high risk or clinical samples where various forms of intimate partner abuse 
or violence occur that includes sexual forms of abuse in which reports of sexual coercion are 
likely to be higher. Conducting the studies undertaken as part of this thesis using such 
samples may further extend the findings of the current research and reveal stronger 
associations between the study variables than the associations that were found in the current 
thesis.  
The three studies that comprise this thesis were all cross-sectional, and thus only 
assess the participants’ responses at one single time point. As such, casual inferences need to 
be tempered as the associations uncovered merely reflect contemporaneous relationships. 
Moreover, the results of this study cannot speak to how sexual coercion or motivations for 
engaging in sexual coercion may change over time. Therefore, future research utilising 
longitudinal study designs will be important in helping to determine the causality behind the 
associations evidenced in the current thesis.  
Furthermore, all measures that were used in this thesis across the three studies were 
self-report measures. Self-report measures are known to be susceptible to retrospective bias 
(Robinson & Clore, 2002), which may have influenced the participants’ memories about 
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their motivations for engaging in sexual coercion, as well as their reports on their previous 
experiences of sexual coercion. In addition, there may be some instances where participants 
may have answered the questions in ways that would portray themselves in a positive light, 
thus suggesting some social desirability biases (Fisher & Katz, 2000). Although all three 
studies were anonymous, this is a difficult limitation to overcome in research on sexual 
coercion, because sexual coercion is not something that can be consensually coded as part of 
observational research studies, and interviewing participants regarding the topic of sexual 
coercion is likely to harbor various ethical issues regarding risks to emotional wellbeing for 
participants. Thus, while the self-report nature of the study may be a limitation, this 
approach may provide a more feasible and less onerous method for eliciting information on 
sexual coercion than observational and interview assessments. 
In addition, the couples that participated in the third study of this thesis were only 
heterosexual couples. Therefore, the results cannot be generalised to non-heterosexual 
couples. Further research is therefore needed to investigate sexual coercion within same-sex 
couples, as well as in other types of relationships, such as polyamorous relationships, to see 
whether there are any differences in people’s motivations for sexual coercion, and any 
differences in the associations between a persons attachment style and their experiences of 
being the victim/target or perpetrator of sexual coercion.  
 
8.5 Implications  
 While the results of this thesis need to be interpreted in light of the limitations, there 
are a number of contributions that the results of this thesis can make to the attachment, 
approach-avoidance motivation and sexual coercion literatures, as well as to professionals 
such as psychologists, clinicians and sex therapists. Firstly, the development of the SCAAM-
Q to assess approach and avoidance motivations for engaging in sexual coercion is likely to 
be a valuable assessment tool for researchers investigating the motivations for people’s 
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sexually coercive experiences. The SCAAM-Q is particularly useful for researchers, as it 
affords them the opportunity to assess the motivations for subtle sexual coercion from both 
the victim/target and the perpetrator perspective. Furthermore, the psychometric properties 
of the measure afford researchers with the option to either assess approach-avoidance 
motivations at the global level or at the specific level. The choice will largely depend on the 
substantive grounds and the research design implications determined by the researcher. 
Secondly, the results of this research can help to inform the psycho-education and 
therapeutic practice of professionals working with individuals and couples dealing with 
sexual and relationship difficulties pertaining to coercion. In particular, if couples (or 
individuals) are experiencing issues of sexual coercion within their relationships, then the 
results of this thesis may be useful by highlighting the particular motivations that can 
underpin an individual’s engagement in sexual coercion, and how their attachment 
orientation may influence whether they are likely to be more susceptible to engaging in 
sexual behaviour that is considered coercive. 
Specifically, the results of this thesis provide a well-structured and coherent 
framework to conceptualise the various approach and avoidance motivations that an 
individual may endorse for engaging in sexual coercion. This framework for classifying the 
various motivations could be helpful for clinicians, as in their practice, they could use the 
SCAAM-Q to help the clients identify and understand the motivations that explain their 
experiences of sexual coercion (as either the victim/target or the perpetrator). In turn, 
clinicians may be able to help their clients by addressing their underlying needs and 
motivations to either approach specific incentives or rewards, and to avoid specific threats or 
punishments in their romantic relationships, without having to engage in sexual activity that 
is coercive.  
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The findings in relation to attachment style and experiences of being the victim/target 
and perpetrator of sexual coercion are highly relevant for therapists that use Emotionally 
Focused Therapy (EFT) when working with clients, because EFT uses elements of 
attachment theory in its approach to therapy (Johnson, 2009). Specifically, the findings of 
this thesis indicate that anxiously attached individuals are susceptible to being the 
victim/target of sexual coercion, perhaps due to their high need for closeness, their strong 
need to be in close proximity to their romantic partner, and their high fears of abandonment 
and rejection (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Therefore, therapists that use EFT could help 
anxiously attached individuals realise their potential tendency to fall victim/target to sexual 
coercion from their partner, as well as their tendency to pressure their partner to engage in 
sex (and thus potentially sometimes be the perpetrator). This could be beneficial, as these 
individuals may not realise that they have a tendency to engage in sex in particular situations 
that could be considered sexually coercive in nature. In addition, the findings of this thesis 
could help avoidantly attached individuals in therapy by helping them to more appropriately 
deal with feelings of negative affect, as well as help them to more openly discuss issues in 
the relationship, and to help them be able to have intimate discussions with their romantic 
partner without having to engage in sexual coercion (either as the victim/target or 
perpetrator) in order to avoid intimate discussions and negative feelings.  
Furthermore, taking an attachment theory approach in therapy (such as when 
employing EFT) could help the clinician and client to collaboratively develop strategies to 
help clients address their unmet attachment needs through more appropriate sexual and 
nonsexual behaviours. For example, clinicians, especially clinicians using EFT, could help 
their clients that are insecurely attached understand what particular motivations they may 
have for engaging in sexual coercion, so that they can identify when they may be at risk of 
engaging in sex due to being motivated to obtain an incentive or a reward, or to avoid a 
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threat or punishment. Put simply, if the client can understand what approach and avoidance 
motivations underpin their experiences of sexual coercion, then a clinician can help them to 
come up with other ways to approach the same rewards and incentives that they are seeking 
in their relationship, without having to engage in sexually coercive behaviour.   
8.6 Conclusion 
The results of this thesis support the utility of using an approach-avoidance 
motivational framework. Not only did this framework afford the opportunity to develop a 
new and psychometrically sound measure to assess motivations for sexual coercion, but this 
framework can also help to partly explain the association between a person’s attachment 
style and their experiences of being both the victim/target and the perpetrator of sexual 
coercion. To this end, the three studies that comprise this thesis have helped to advance 
research into sexual coercion and attachment theory, by demonstrating how an individual’s 
attachment style is associated with motivations for engaging in sex. For instance, the results 
suggest that individuals who are high in attachment insecurity (especially attachment 
anxiety) are more likely to engage in sexual coercion both as the victim/target and as the 
perpetrator in order to avoid a relationship threat or a punishment, more so than to approach 
an incentive or a reward, a valuable finding in and of itself. By exploring a person’s 
attachment driven approach and avoidance motivations for engaging in sex and sexual 
coercion, clinicians can work with individuals and couples to collaboratively come up with 
ways of addressing their underlying motivations for engaging in sexual coercion, and help 
them to come up with new ways of obtaining the same rewards and incentives that they are 
seeking in their relationships. As a result, it is hoped that these results could lead individuals 
and couples to have a healthier and more satisfying sex life, as well as stronger and happier 
romantic relationships in general.  
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Appendix A 
Demographics Questionnaire - Studies 1 and 2 
 
Exclusion Items: 
 
To begin with, can you please answer the following questions? 
 
Are you over eighteen years of age? 
 
  Yes 
  No  (exclusion item) 
 
 
Have you ever been in a romantic relationship? (please select) 
  Yes      
  No  (exclusion item) 
 
Are you currently in a relationship: (please select) 
  Yes, I am currently in a relationship 
  No, I am not in a current relationship, but have previously been in a 
relationship 
 No, I have never been in a relationship  (exclusion item) 
 
Would you please answer the following background questions: 
 
Age 
Years    _____ 
Months _____ 
 
Gender (please select):   
 Male       
 Female 
 Other 
 
Birth country: ________________ 
 
Postcode (for Australian respondents only): _________  
 
How would you describe your current relationship status? (please select) 
 Single 
 Casually dating 
 Steady dating 
 330 
 Cohabiting 
 Engaged 
 Married 
 Divorced 
 Widowed 
 
How long have you been in your current relationship? Or, How long were you in your last 
relationship? 
Years    _______ 
Months _______ 
 
Have you ever engaged in any sexual activity? (please select) 
  Yes      
  No 
 
Have you ever engaged in sexual intercourse? (please select) 
  Yes       
  No 
 
Do you and your current relationship partner engage in any sexual activity? Or, Did you and 
your last relationship partner engage in any sexual activity? (please tick) 
  Yes       
  No 
 
Do you and your current relationship partner engage in sexual intercourse? Or, Did you and 
your last relationship partner engage in sexual intercourse? (please tick) 
  Yes       
  No 
 
What is your sexual orientation? 
 Heterosexual       
  Homosexual 
 Bisexual 
  Other, please specify: ___________________ 
 
Is your current relationship? 
 A heterosexual relationship 
  A homosexual relationship 
  Other, please specify: ___________________ 
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Appendix B 
Ethics Approval for Studies 1, 2 and 3 
Memorandum
To:
From:
Date:
Subject: 2014-179
Attachment and Motivations for Sexual Coercion in Romantic Relationships
Dr Gery Karantzas 
School of Psychology
B
Deakin University Human Research Ethics Committee (DUHREC)
25 September, 2014
Please quote this project number in all future communications
The application for this project was c onsidered at the DU-HREC meeting held on 18 /08/2014.
cc: Ms Ellie Mullins
Human Research Ethics
 Deakin Research Integrity
 70 Elgar Road Burwood Victoria
 Postal: 221 Burwood Highway
 Burwood Victoria 3125 Australia
 Telephone 03 9251 7123 Facsimile 03 9244 6581
  research-ethics@deakin.edu.au
Approval has been given for Ms Ellie Mullins,  under the supervision of Dr Gery Karantzas, School of Psychology, 
to undertake this project from 25/09/2014 to 25/09/2018.
In addition you will be required to report on the progress of  your project at least once every year and at the
conclusion of the project. Failure to report as required will result in sus pension of your approval to proceed with
the project.
DUHREC may need to audit this project as part of the requirements for monitoring set out in the National
Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (2007).
• Serious or unexpected adverse effects on the participants
• Any proposed changes in the protocol , including extensions of time.
• Any events which might affect the continuing ethical acceptability of the project .
• The project is discontinued before the expected date of completion.
• Modifications are requested by other HRECs.
The approval given by the Deakin Un iversity Human Research Ethics Commi ttee is given only for the project and
for the period as stated in the approval. It is your responsibility to contact the Human Research Ethics Unit
immediately should any of the following occur:
Human Research Ethics Unit
research-ethics@deakin.edu.au
Telephone : 03 9251 7123
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Appendix C 
Advertisement - Studies 1 and 2 
 
Romantic Relationships and Sexual Experiences Study 
 
Hi everyone, 
 
I am seeking participants over the age of 18 to complete my survey on romantic relationships 
and sexual experiences. I am currently a PhD Candidate at Deakin University, and this study 
has ethics approval. 
 
This is an anonymous online research study designed to investigate how people's styles of 
relationship bonding influence their sexual behaviour in romantic relationships. The online 
questionnaire takes approximately 20 - 40 minutes to complete. To participate in the study 
you will need to be 18 years of age or older, and either currently be in a relationship or have 
previously been in a romantic relationship. 
 
If you are interested in participating in the study, please go to this URL: 
www.deakin.edu.au/psychology/research/ellie_mullins 
 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this, I really appreciate it. 
 
Ellie 
 
 333 
Appendix D 
Plain Language Statement - Study 1 and 2 
 
PLAIN LANGUAGE STATEMENT AND CONSENT FORM 
 
TO:  Participant 
 
Plain Language Statement  
Full Project Title: Romantic Relationships and Sexual Experiences 
Principal Researcher: A/Prof. Gery Karantzas  
Associate Researcher: Professor Marita McCabe 
Student Researcher: Ellie Mullins 
 
1. Your Consent 
You are invited to take part in this research project. This Plain Language Statement contains 
detailed information about the research project. Its purpose is to explain to you as openly and 
clearly as possible all of the procedures involved in this project so that you can make a fully 
informed decision of whether you are going to participate. Please read this Plain Language 
Statement carefully. Feel free to ask questions about any information in the document. You 
may also wish to discuss the project with a relative or friend or your local health worker.  
Once you understand what the project is about and if you agree to take part in it, you can 
continue with the study. By completing the questionnaire and submitting it online you are 
consenting to take part in the research. You should print off a copy of the online Plain 
Language Statement to keep as a record.  
 
2. Purpose and Background 
The purpose of this study is to examine the way we approach romantic relationships and how 
this influences the way we treat others and how we perceive we are treated in the context of 
sexual experiences.  
 
You are invited to participate in this research project because we are interested in hearing 
from a large number of individuals with diverse relationship experiences. The results of this 
research may be used to help the researchers understand the psychological processes that 
shape how relationship interactions occur, and to assist Ellie Mullins to achieve her PhD in 
Psychology. 
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3. Funding 
This project has not received any funding. 
 
4.  Procedures 
If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to fill in a series of questionnaires 
about your relationship experiences. Statements include: “How content are you with your 
relationship?” “How satisfied are you with your relationship?” “I get frustrated if romantic 
partners are not available when I need them”, and “I turn to my partner for many things, 
including comfort and reassurance.” Completion of these questionnaires should take 
approximately 20 - 40 minutes. To participate in this research, you must be over 18 years of 
age, and you must either currently be involved in a romantic relationship or have been 
involved in a romantic relationship in the past. You will also be randomly assigned to one of 
two sample groups, this just means that you will receive a different questionnaire to the other 
group2.  
 
5. Possible Benefits 
Possible benefits of the study include the opportunity to reflect and develop insight into your 
own relationships. More specifically, the research will assist in understanding the way in 
which our relationship behaviours and interactions influence relationship quality. This may 
have significant future clinical and practical implications for the way couples and families 
support one another. We cannot guarantee or promise that you will receive any benefits from 
this project. 
 
6. Possible Risks 
It is not expected that you will be exposed to any physical risk or psychological distress by 
participating in this project, beyond the feelings that may be aroused due to consciously 
evaluating the motivations that drive your behaviours within relationships, and across 
stressful contexts. However, for some people, there is a real chance that these reflections 
may be quite stressful and may elicit strong emotions. If you have experienced any negative 
sexual experiences in the past, participation in this study may cause distress. Participants are 
directed to contact the appropriate services, for example Relationships Australia on 1300 364 
277 or the Australian Psychological Society Referrals service on (03) 8662 3300 or by 
visiting http://www.psychology.org.au/ if you experience any emotional discomfort. In the 
unlikely event that your participation results in distress, the contact numbers of the 
researchers involved have also been provided. Feel free to contact them at any time. Should 
anxiety or distress occur at any stage, participants are advised to withdraw from participating 
in the project. Participants will not incur any risk from withdrawing from the study.  
 
Up until the submission of results, participants are free to withdraw from the study at any 
time. Any data that withdrawing participants provide will be deleted. However, after the 
submission of the questionnaire, the data cannot be deleted due to the anonymous nature of 
your responses.  
 
 
 
                                                        
2 This sentence was only included in the Plain Language Statement for Study 1. 
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7. Privacy, Confidentiality, and Disclosure of Information. 
All information gathered from participants will be kept securely. Electronic data will be 
password protected and stored on a secure server within the School of Psychology at Deakin 
University. None of the electronic files will include any identifying information. Only the 
research staff directly linked with the project will have access to the data. After the 
completion of the project, the data collected will be securely stored for six years at Deakin 
University, as set out in the University regulations, after which all the data will be destroyed.  
In any publication, information will be provided in such a way that you cannot be identified. 
Only group data will be disseminated. As a result, no one person’s data will be presented, 
nor will any identifiable information be relevant or disclosed in the reporting of results.  
 
8. Results of the Project  
Upon completion of this research, feedback regarding the results of the project will be 
accessible to you via the school of psychology website 
http://www.deakin.edu.au/psychology/research/karantzas/. As the data will contain no 
identifying personal information only group results will be reported. The results of the 
project will also be reported as a part of a PhD dissertation. It is also likely that the group 
findings will be disseminated in peer-reviewed journals and conference presentations.  
 
9. Participation is Voluntary 
Participation in any research project is voluntary. IF YOU DO NOT WISH TO TAKE 
PART YOU ARE NOT OBLIGED TO. If you decide to take part and later change your 
mind, you are free to withdraw from the project at any stage prior to submitting the online 
data. However, it will not be possible to withdraw your data once submitted due to the 
anonymous nature of the data collected.  
 
Your decision whether to take part or not to take part, or to take part and then withdraw, will 
not affect your relationship with Deakin University. 
 
10. Ethical Guidelines 
This project will be carried out according to the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in 
Human Research (2007) produced by the National Health and Medical Research Council of 
Australia. This statement has been developed to protect the interests of people who agree to 
participate in human research studies. The ethics aspects of this research project have been 
approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee of Deakin University. 
 
11. Complaints 
If you have any complaints about any aspect of the project, the way it is being conducted or 
any questions about your rights as a research participant, then you may contact:   
The Manager, Deakin Research Integrity, Deakin University, 221 Burwood Highway, 
Burwood Victoria 3125, Telephone: 9251 7129, Facsimile: 9244 6581; research-
ethics@deakin.edu.au 
Please quote project number: 2014–179 
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12. Reimbursement for your Participation 
You will not be paid for your participation in this project. 
 
13. Further Information, Queries, or Any Problems. 
If you require further information or if you have any problems concerning this project, you 
can contact the principal researcher A/Prof. Gery Karantzas. 
 
The researcher responsible for this project is: 
A/Prof. Gery Karantzas 
School of Psychology  
221 Burwood Hwy, Burwood, 3125 
Business hours: (03) 9244 6959 
Email: gery.karantzas@deakin.edu.au  
 
 
 
I have read and understand the requirements of this project and I: 
 
  Wish to participate in this study 
  Do not wish to participate in this study 
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Appendix E 
Thank-you Page and Debrief Displayed to all Participants on  
Completion of Studies 1 and 2 
 
Thank-you for submitting your responses and participating in this research.  
Your involvement is greatly appreciated. Your responses have now been submitted to a 
secure and password protected site that can only be accessed by the research team.  
 
As noted in the Plain Language Statement you read at the beginning of the survey, this study 
is all about understanding how people’s beliefs and behaviours in romantic relationships 
influence specific aspects of relationship functioning – in this case – sexual behaviour that 
may be considered coercive. Most people don’t engage in sexual behaviour that significantly 
pressures a romantic partner to consent to sexual activities. However, people do engage in 
this kind of behaviour from time to time, and past relationship experiences seem to be 
associated with this. This study was all about determining your views on sexually coercive 
behaviour, and to examine how your past and current relationship experiences may influence 
this.  
 
While most people experience healthy sexual relationships, if you have personally 
experienced sexual encounters that you have found uncomfortable and/or distressing, then 
we encourage you to please contact any of the following support services: 
 
 Relationships Australia on 1300 364 277 or http://www.relationships.org.au/ 
 The Centre Against Sexual Assault (CASA) and the after-hours Sexual Assault Crisis 
Line (SACL) on 1800 806 292 or http://www.casa.org.au/contacts/ 
 Lifeline on 13 11 14 or https://www.lifeline.org.au/ 
 Australian Psychological Society referrals service on (03) 8662 3300 or 
http://www.psychology.org.au/ReferralService/About/ for more information or 
assistance 
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Appendix F 
Sexual Coercion Approach-Avoidance Motivations Questionnaire (SCAAM-Q) 
Victim/Target Version 
 
Please rate the extent to which each statement is characteristic when consenting to sex with 
your partner 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 
uncharacteristic 
of me 
  Somewhat 
characteristic 
of me 
  Very 
characteristic 
of me 
 
1. I consented to sex to make emotional connections with my partner. 
2. I consented to sex with my partner because I was worried that my partner wouldn’t want 
me if I didn’t have sex with them. 
3. I consented to sex with my partner to prove my attractiveness.  
4. I consented to sex because my partner offered to buy me something if I agreed to have 
sex with them.  
5. I consented to sex because my partner verbally pressured me. 
6. I consented to sex with my partner to satisfy my sexual needs. 
7. I consented to sex with my partner because it helps me feel better when I’m feeling 
lonely. 
8. I consented to sex to express love to my partner. 
9. I consented to sex because I was afraid my partner would leave me if I didn’t have sex 
with them. 
10. I consented to sex with my partner to feel better about myself.  
11. I consented to sex because my partner hinted that they would give me gifts or other 
benefits if I had sex with them. 
12. I consented to sex because my partner begged me until I could not argue anymore. 
13. I consented to sex with my partner because it feels good. 
14. I consented to sex with my partner because it helps me cope better when I am upset.  
15. I consented to sex to feel closer to my partner.  
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16. I consented to sex because I was worried that my partner wouldn’t love me if I didn’t 
have sex with them. 
17. I consented to sex with my partner to reassure myself that I am desirable.   
18. I consented to sex because my partner gave me gifts or other benefits so that I would feel 
obligated to have sex with them. 
19. I consented to sex with my partner because I felt overwhelmed by my partners’ continual 
arguments and pressure. 
20. I consented to sex with my partner because I have a strong desire to have sexual activity 
with my partner. 
21. I consented to sex with my partner because it helps me feel better when I’m feeling low. 
 
 
Scoring Information for the Victim/Target Version of the SCAAM-Q: 
 
Global Approach Motivations = Items 1, 8, 15, 4, 11, 18, 3, 10, 17, 6, 13, and 20 
Love and Intimacy = Items 1, 8, 15 
Material Rewards = Items 4, 11, 18 
Self-Validation = Items 3, 10, 17 
Enjoyment and Pleasure = Items 6, 13, 20 
 
Global Avoidance Motivations = Items 2, 9, 16, 7, 14, 21, 5, 12, 19. 
 
Avoid Rejection = Items 2, 9, 16 
Avoid Negative Affect = Items 7, 14, 21.  
Verbal Manipulation = Items 5, 12, 19 
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Appendix G 
Sexual Coercion Approach-Avoidance Motivations Questionnaire (SCAAM-Q) 
Perpetrator Version 
 
Please rate the extent to which each statement is characteristic when initiating sex with your 
partner 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 
uncharacteristic 
of me 
  Somewhat 
characteristic 
of me 
  Very 
characteristic 
of me 
 
1. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to reassure myself that I am desirable. 
2. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it helps me feel better when I’m 
feeling low.  
3. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to prove my power in the relationship. 
4. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because my peers will ridicule me if I don’t 
have sex. 
5. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to increase my social status. 
6. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I was afraid that they would leave me 
if we didn’t have sex. 
7. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could feel closer to my partner.   
8. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to delay a deep discussion. 
9. I convinced my partner to have sex with me for the excitement of it.  
10. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to prove my attractiveness. 
11. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it helps me cope better when I am 
upset. 
12. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to feel more in control of my partner. 
13. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I’m afraid the people I socialise 
with will put me down otherwise.  
14. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I would fit in better with my peers. 
15. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I feared I would lose them if we 
didn’t have sex.  
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16. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could be more intimate with them.  
17. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to postpone a conversation about where our 
relationship is heading. 
18. I convinced my partner to have sex with me for the thrill of it. 
19. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to feel more self-confident. 
20. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because it helps me feel better when I’m 
feeling lonely.  
21. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to show my dominance. 
22. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because all of my peers are sexually active 
and I didn’t want to feel left out. 
23. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to gain approval from others. 
24. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I was worried that my partner 
wouldn’t want me if we didn’t have sex. 
25. I convinced my partner to have sex with me so that I could express love to my partner. 
26. I convinced my partner to have sex with me to get out of discussing my feelings with my 
partner. 
27. I convinced my partner to have sex with me because I felt it was necessary to satisfy my 
needs.  
 
Scoring Information for the Perpetrator Version of the SCAAM-Q: 
 
Global Approach Motivations = Items 1, 10, 19, 7, 16, 25, 4, 14, 23, 3, 12, 21, 9, 18,  
     and 27.  
 
Self-Validation = Items 1, 10, 19 
Love and Intimacy = Items 7, 16, 25 
Increase Social Status = Items 5, 14, 23 
Power, Control and Dominance = Items 3, 12, 21 
Enjoyment and Pleasure = Items 9, 18, 27 
 
Global Avoidance Motivations = Items 6, 15, 24, 4, 13, 22, 2, 11, 20, 8, 17, 26. 
 
Avoid Rejection = Items 6, 15, 24 
Avoid Peer Pressure = Items 4, 13, 22 
Avoid Negative Affect = Items 2, 11, 20 
Avoid Discussion = Items 8, 17, 26 
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Appendix H 
Demographics Questionnaire - Study 3 
 
To begin with, can you please answer the following questions? 
 
Are you over eighteen years of age? 
  Yes 
  No (exclusion item) 
 
Are you currently in a romantic relationship? (please select)  
 
  Yes 
  No (exclusion item) 
 
 
Couple ID  
 
First we need you to create a couple ID for yourself and your partner. This is important so 
that the researchers are able to match your questionnaire to your partners' questionnaire.  
 
Please write in the first box below your initials followed by your birth year. 
 
For example, if your name is John Smith, and you were born in 1980, then you would write: 
JS1980  
 
Your initials and birth year: (e.g., JS1980)  
 
 
 
 
In the second box below, please write your partners initials, followed by their birth year.  
 
Your partner’s initials and their birth year:  
 
 
 
 
Please note that if your partner does not end up participating in this study, then your 
responses will be withdrawn.  
 
Please keep a copy of this Couple ID Number for your records. 
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Would you please answer the following background questions: 
 
Your Age: 
Years    _____ 
Months _____ 
 
Your Gender (please select):   
 Male       
 Female 
 Other 
 
Please enter your partner’s age in years and months 
Your partners’ age: 
Years    _____ 
Months _____ 
 
Your partner’s gender (please select):   
 Male       
 Female 
 Other 
 
Your Birth country: ________________ 
 
Postcode (for Australian respondents only): _________  
 
How would you describe your current relationship status? (please select) 
 Casually dating 
 Steady dating 
 Cohabiting 
 Engaged 
 Married 
 
How long have you been in your current relationship? 
Years    _______ 
Months _______ 
 
Have you ever engaged in any sexual activity? (Please select) 
  Yes      
  No 
 
Have you ever engaged in sexual intercourse? (Please select) 
  Yes       
  No 
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Do you and your current relationship partner engage in any sexual activity? (please select) 
 
  Yes       
  No 
 
Do you and your current relationship partner engage in sexual intercourse? (please select) 
  Yes       
  No 
 
What is your sexual orientation? 
 Heterosexual       
  Homosexual 
 Bisexual 
 Other – please specify: __________ 
 
Is your current relationship? 
  A heterosexual relationship 
  A homosexual relationship 
 Other – please specify: __________ 
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Appendix I 
Advertisement - Study 3 
 
Romantic Relationships and Sexual Experiences Couples Study 
 
Hi everyone, 
 
I am seeking participants over the age of 18 to complete my survey on romantic relationships 
and sexual experiences. I am currently a PhD Candidate at Deakin University, and this study 
has ethics approval. 
 
This is an anonymous online research study designed to investigate how people's styles of 
relationship bonding influences sexual behaviour in romantic relationships. In Particular, we 
are interested in both members of the couple, so please ask your partner if they would like to 
participate as well. Both you and your partner must be willing to take part in this study for 
you to be eligible to take part. The online questionnaire takes approximately 20-25 minutes 
to complete per individual in the couple. That means that you will both be doing your own 
questionnaire in your own time, and your questionnaires will be matched together using a 
unique code that you and your partner will both write on your individual questionnaires. This 
code will allow the researcher’s to match your questionnaires together. To participate in the 
study you will need to be 18 years of age or older, and both you and your partner must be 
willing to participate. 
 
If you are interested in participating in the study, please go to: 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/sexandrelationships, and please also give this URL to 
your partner so they can complete the questionnaire too. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this, I really appreciate it. 
 
Ellie 
 
 346 
Appendix J 
Plain Language Statement - Study 3 
 
PLAIN LANGUAGE STATEMENT AND CONSENT FORM 
 
TO:  Participant 
 
Plain Language Statement  
Full Project Title: Romantic Relationships and Sexual Experiences 
Principal Researcher: A/Prof. Gery Karantzas  
Associate Researcher: Professor Marita McCabe 
Student Researcher: Ellie Mullins 
 
1. Your Consent 
You and your partner are invited to take part in this research project, however you will both 
be doing your own separate questionnaires. This Plain Language Statement contains detailed 
information about the research project. Its purpose is to explain to you as openly and clearly 
as possible all of the procedures involved in this project so that you can make a fully 
informed decision about whether you are going to participate. Please read this Plain 
Language Statement carefully. Please discuss it with your partner to decide whether you 
would both like to participate or not. Feel free to ask questions about any information in the 
document. You may also wish to discuss the project with a relative or friend or your local 
health worker.  
Once you understand what the project is about and if you and your partner both agree to take 
part in it, you can continue with the study. By completing the questionnaire and submitting it 
online you are consenting to take part in the research. You should print off a copy of the 
online Plain Language Statement to keep as a record.  
 
2. Purpose and Background 
The purpose of this study is to examine the way we approach romantic relationships and how 
this influences the way we treat others and how we perceive we are treated in the context of 
sexual experiences. In particular, the purpose of this study is to determine whether there is an 
association between your experiences and your partner’s experiences.  
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Approximately 100 couples will participate in this project. You are invited to participate in 
this research project because we are interested in hearing from a large number of couples 
with diverse relationship experiences. The results of this research may be used to help the 
researchers understand the psychological processes that shape how relationship interactions 
occur, and to assist Ellie Mullins to achieve her PhD in Psychology.  
 
3. Funding 
This project has not received any funding. 
 
4.  Procedures 
If you and your partner both agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to answer a 
series of questionnaires about your relationship experiences. Statements include “How 
content are you with your relationship?” “How satisfied are you with your relationship?” “I 
get frustrated if romantic partners are not available when I need them”, and “I turn to my 
partner for many things, including comfort and reassurance.” Completion of these 
questionnaires should take approximately 20-25 minutes. To participate in this research, you 
must be over 18 years of age, and you must be currently involved in a romantic relationship 
and your partner must want to participate as well.  
You and your partner will also need to create a unique Couple ID Number, and enter this ID 
number when prompted (you will be given instructions on how to create the code in the 
questionnaire). Only you and your partner will know what your unique code is, and it will be 
used so that the researcher’s can match up your questionnaires together. You will both 
complete the questionnaires separately and in your own time, so it is important that you both 
create the same Couple ID Number so that the researchers are able to match your 
questionnaires together.  
 
5. Possible Benefits 
Possible benefits of the study include the opportunity to reflect and develop insight into your 
own relationships. More specifically, the research will assist in understanding the way in 
which our relationship behaviours and interactions influence relationship quality. This may 
have significant future clinical and practical implications for the way couples and families 
support one another. We cannot guarantee or promise that you will receive any benefits from 
this project.  
 
6. Possible Risks 
It is not expected that you will be exposed to any physical risk or psychological distress by 
participating in this project, beyond the feelings that may be aroused due to consciously 
evaluating the motivations that drive your behaviours within relationships, and across 
stressful contexts. However, for some people, there is a real chance that these reflections 
may be quite stressful and may elicit strong emotions. If you have experienced any negative 
sexual experiences in the past, participation in this study may cause distress. Participants are 
directed to contact the appropriate services, for example Relationships Australia on 1300 364 
277 or the Australian Psychological Society Referrals service on (03) 8662 3300 or by 
visiting http://www.psychology.org.au/ if you experience any emotional discomfort. In the 
unlikely event that your participation results in distress, the contact numbers of the 
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researchers involved have also been provided. Feel free to contact them at any time. Should 
anxiety or distress occur at any stage, participants are advised to withdraw from participating 
in the project. Participants will not incur any risk from withdrawing from the study.  
Up until the submission of results, participants are free to withdraw from the study at any 
time. Any data that withdrawing participants provide will be deleted. However, after the 
submission of the questionnaire, the data cannot be deleted due to the anonymous nature of 
your responses.  
 
7. Privacy, Confidentiality, and Disclosure of Information. 
All information gathered from participants will be kept securely. Electronic data will be 
password protected and stored on a secure server within the School of Psychology at Deakin 
University. None of the electronic files will include any identifying information. Only the 
research staff directly linked with the project will have access to the data. After the 
completion of the project, the data collected will be securely stored for six years at Deakin 
University, as set out in the University regulations, after which all the data will be 
destroyed.  In any publication, information will be provided in such a way that you cannot 
be identified. Only group data will be disseminated. As a result, no one person’s data will be 
presented, nor will any identifiable information be relevant or disclosed in the reporting of 
results.  
 
8. Results of the Project  
Upon completion of this research, feedback regarding the results of the project will be 
accessible to you via the school of psychology website 
http://www.deakin.edu.au/psychology/research/karantzas/. As the data will contain no 
identifying personal information only group results will be reported. The results of the 
project will also be reported as part of a PhD dissertation. It is also likely that the group 
findings will be disseminated in peer-reviewed journals and conference presentations.  
 
9. Participation is Voluntary 
Participation in any research project is voluntary. IF YOU DO NOT WISH TO TAKE 
PART YOU ARE NOT OBLIGED TO. If you decide to take part and later change your 
mind, you are free to withdraw from the project at any stage prior to submitting the online 
data. However, it will not be possible to withdraw your data once submitted due to the 
anonymous nature of the data collected.  
Your decision whether to take part or not to take part, or to take part and then withdraw, will 
not affect your relationship with Deakin University.  
 
10. Ethical Guidelines 
This project will be carried out according to the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in 
Human Research (2007) produced by the National Health and Medical Research Council of 
Australia. This statement has been developed to protect the interests of people who agree to 
participate in human research studies. The ethics aspects of this research project have been 
approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee of Deakin University. 
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11. Complaints 
If you have any complaints about any aspect of the project, the way it is being conducted or 
any questions about your rights as a research participant, then you may contact:   
The Manager, Deakin Research Integrity, Deakin University, 221 Burwood Highway, 
Burwood Victoria 3125, Telephone: 9251 7129, Facsimile: 9244 6581; research-
ethics@deakin.edu.au 
Please quote project number: 2014-179 
 
12. Reimbursement for your Participation 
You will not be paid for your participation in this project. 
 
13. Further Information, Queries, or Any Problems. 
If you require further information or if you have any problems concerning this project, you 
can contact the principal researcher A/Prof. Gery Karantzas. 
 
The researcher responsible for this project is: 
A/Prof. Gery Karantzas 
School of Psychology  
221 Burwood Hwy, Burwood, 3125 
Business hours: (03) 9244 6959 
Email: gery.karantzas@deakin.edu.au  
 
 
 
 
I have read and understand the requirements of this project and I: 
 
  Wish to participate in this study 
  Do not wish to participate in this study 
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Appendix K 
Thank-you Page and Debrief Displayed to all Participants on  
Completion of Study 3 
 
Thank-you for submitting your responses and participating in this research. Your 
involvement is greatly appreciated. Your responses have now been submitted to a secure and 
password protected site that can only be accessed by the research team.  
If your partner is yet to complete their questionnaire, please provide them with this link so 
that they can complete their questionnaire too, and please also ensure that they write the 
same couple ID so that we are able to match your two questionnaires together.  
Here is the link to the survey to give to your partner: 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/sexandrelationships 
 
As noted in the Plain Language Statement you read at the beginning of the survey, this study 
is all about understanding how people’s beliefs and behaviours in romantic relationships 
influence specific aspects of relationship functioning – in this case – sexual behaviour that 
may be considered coercive. Most people don’t engage in sexual behaviour that significantly 
pressures a romantic partner to consent to sexual activities. However, people do engage in 
this kind of behaviour from time to time, and past relationship experiences seem to be 
associated with this. This study was all about determining your views on sexually coercive 
behaviour, and to examine how your past and current relationship experiences may influence 
this.  
While most people experience healthy sexual relationships, if you have personally 
experienced sexual encounters that you have found uncomfortable and/or distressing, then 
we encourage you to please contact any of the following support services:  
 Relationships Australia on 1300 364 277 or http://www.relationships.org.au/   
 The Centre Against Sexual Assault (CASA) and the after-hours Sexual Assault Crisis 
Line (SACL) on 1800 806 292 or http://www.casa.org.au/contacts/   
 Lifeline on 13 11 14 or https://www.lifeline.org.au/   
 Australian Psychological Society referrals service on (03) 8662 3300 or 
http://www.psychology.org.au/ReferralService/About/ for more information or 
assistance.  
